
 
 
 
 
 

 
Mission Statement 

 
To Improve the Quality of Life 

For Those Who Live and Work in The District 
 

 
23 January 2007 
 
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 31 January 
2007 commencing at 4:00pm. 
 
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 Planning Committee 
meeting held on 3 January 2007 (pages 5 to 17) 
 

4.  Chair’s Address to the Planning Committee 

5.  Planning Enforcement Leaflet 
 
Report of the Principal Planning Officer (pages 18 – 20 plus leaflet) 
 
 
 
 
 



6.  Site Visits 
 

• 2006/1205/COU – Norden, Hirst Road, Carlton 
• 2006/1460/FUL – Lumby Hall, Butts Lane, Lumby 

 
(pages 21 – 42) 
 

7.  Planning Applications Received 
 
Report of the Head of Service - Planning and Economic Development  
(pages 43 to 143) 
 
 

8.  Tree Preservation Orders – Confirmation (Unopposed) 
 
Report of the Head of Service – Legal and Democratic Services 
(pages 144 – 145)  
 

9.  Tree Preservation Orders – Confirmation (Opposed) 
 
Report of the Head of Service – Planning and Economic Development 
 

• 12/2006 School House, Main Street, South Duffield and 
• 13/2006 Marybern, Green Lane, Stutton 

 
(pages 146 – 151) 
 

10.  Applications to be Determined by the County Council on 
which the Views of the District Council are Requested 
 
(pages 152 – 153) 
 

 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 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Chief Executive 



Public Speaking 
 
Please note the deadline for registering to speak at Committee is 3.00 PM 
Monday  29 January 2007. 
 

Disclosure of Interest – Guidance Notes: 
 

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

 
(b) The 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 of Meeting Deadline Date Distribution Date 

28 February 2007 13 February 2007 20 February 2007 
21 March 2007 6 March 2007 13 March 2007 
18 April 2007 30 March 2007 10 April 2007 
 
 

Membership of the Planning Committee 
18 Members 

 

Conservative Labour Independent 

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

mailto:jstewart@selby.gov.uk


 

 
 

Items for Planning Committee 
31st January 2007 

 
 
File Number: Site Address: Case 

Officer: 
Page: 

 Site visits   
2006/1205/COU Norden, Hirst Road, Carlton RABA 21 
2006/1460/FUL Lumby Hall, Butts Lane, Lumby ELPH 33 
 Applications Received   
2006/0198/FUL Croft Farm, Main Street, Appleton Roebuck STCO 43 
2006/0214/CON Croft Farm, Main Street, Appleton Roebuck STCO 57 
2006/1573/FUL Burton Hall Farm, Gateforth SAHI 72 
CO/2003/1275 River Wharfe, Bridge Street, Tadcaster TOSL 79 
CO/2004/0580 Tadcaster Bridge, Bridge Street, Tadcaster TOSL 107 
2006/1449/COU Eden Avenue, Selby SUHA 111 
2006/1659/FUL 9 Moss Green Lane, Brayton SUHA 116 
2006/1626/FUL Barff Lodge, Hall Lane, Brayton SAHI 121 
2006/1531/FUL Proposed Holiday Cabins On OS Field No 6142, 

Greengate Lane, South Duffield 
STNA 126 

2006/1247/FUL Lafarge Aggregates, Carr Street, Selby SAHI 136 
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SELBY DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of the proceedings of a meeting of the Planning Committee held on 3 
January 2007, in the Civic Suite, The Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby, 

commencing at 4.00pm. 
 

1374 Minutes 
1375 Chair’s Address to the Planning Committee 
1376 General Fund Budget Estimates 2007/08 – 2009/10 
1377 Revenue Bid 2007/08 – 2009/10 
1378 Site Visits 
1379 Planning Applications Received 

 
 

Present: Councillor J Mackman in the Chair 
  
Councillors: D Bain-MacKay, J Cattanach, I Chilvers, M Crane (for C Pearson), G R 

Croston, Mrs D Davies, Mrs G Ivey (for W Inness), C J Lunn, B Marshall, W 
N Martin, D McSherry, I Nutt, D Peart, Mrs F Ryan, S Shaw-Wright, R H 
Sweeting, R Wilson             

  
Officials: Head of Service – Finance and Central Services, Head of Service – 

Planning and Economic Development, Head of Service –  Legal and 
Democratic Services, Accountancy Services Manager, Principal Planning 
Officer, Planning Officers, Conservation Officer, Democratic Services 
Officer, Committee Administrator 

  
Also in 
Attendance: 

James Malcolm - Highways Authority 

  
Public: 15 
Press: 0 

  
  
1372 Apologies for Absence and Notice of Substitution 

 
Apologies were received from Councillors C Pearson and W Inness. 
 
Substitute Councillors were M Crane (for C Pearson) and Mrs G Ivey (for W 
Inness). 
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1373 Disclosure of Interest 
 
Councillor Martin declared a prejudicial interest, as a member of the Conservation 
Area Committee, in the following applications: 
 

• 2006/0198/FUL – Croft Farm, Appleton Roebuck 
• 2006/0214/CON – Croft Farm, Appleton Roebuck 
• 2006/1450/FUL – Old Manor House, Bilbrough 

 
1374 Minutes 

 
Resolved: 
 
That the minutes of the proceedings of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee held on 6 December 2006 be confirmed as a correct record and 
be signed by the Chair. 
 

1375 Chair’s Address to the Planning Committee 
 
The Chair updated councillors on key findings that had come from the Planning 
Enforcement Sub-Group. These included: 
 

• Identification of the priorities for enforcement action and their response 
times  

• Production and publication of a leaflet informing the community of what 
these are and what they can expect from the planning enforcement 
process 

• Review of older cases and seeking advice from councillors 
 
He then informed councillors that a more detailed report would be presented at 
Planning Committee on the 28 February 2007. 
 
Interviews had taken place for the joint planning and licensing enforcement post 
and a candidate would be offered the post subject to references. 
 
The new North Team Leader, Richard Sunter who was in attendance at Planning 
Committee, was welcomed.   
 
There was still a vacancy for a Majors Team Leader, which was currently filled 
with agency staff.  It was hoped that the post would be filled by the new financial 
year.   
 
Performance on majors had taken a dip as a result of this vacancy and work was 
being reviewed to prioritise cases.     
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3 January 2007 

 
1376 General Fund Budget Estimates 2007/08 – 2009/10 

 
Councillors were presented with information on the budget estimates relating to 
Planning Committee services. 
 
The estimates for 2007/08 – 2009/10, were based on a present policy basis, and 
included known commitments.  An inflation provision of 3% had been allowed for 
on salaries to take account of April pay awards.  Due to the pressures on the 
budget, no other inflation had been provided for unless a contract was currently in 
force that had an inflationary provision included in its terms.  In these cases the 
relevant rate of inflation had been applied.  By not including inflation on all budget 
heads this had resulted in savings in real terms of £10,060 for 2007/08.   
 
This saving did not take into account any price increase to fees and charges as 
this was usually subject to a separate report. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the budget estimates for 2007/08 – 2009/10 be approved and be 
submitted to the meeting of Council on 6 February 2007. 
 
 
Recommended: 
 
That Council approve the general fund budget estimates for 2007/08 – 
2009/10. 
 

1377 Revenue Bid 2007/08 – 2009/10 
 
The Accountancy Services Manager presented councillors with a report detailing 
the bid relating to Planning Committee services submitted by budget officers for 
additional revenue funds in the 2007/08 – 2009/10 financial years. 
 
As part of the budget process, officers were given the opportunity to identify bids 
for funding over and above their normal year-on-year base budget. The bids had 
arisen as a result of Corporate Council initiatives, consultation, changes in 
government legislation and section improvement plans. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the bid be approved and be submitted to the meeting of Council on 6 
February 2007. 
 
Recommended: 
 
That Council approve the revenue bid for 2007/08 – 2009/10. 
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1378 Site Visits 

 
 1 Application: 2006/1325/FUL 

Location: Ferndale, Brotherton 
Proposal: Erection of 1 No four-bedroomed dwelling with attached 
double garage on land to the rear of Ferndale 
 
Councillors were informed of an amendment to the officer’s report under the 
heading ‘Policies and Issues’ on page 21, paragraph 6 of the agenda, which 
should read (amendment underlined): 
 
The proposal lies within the defined development limits for Brotherton… 
 
The site was not intimately associated with the existing curtilage. It was, 
therefore, deemed greenfield and the application had been refused on those 
grounds previously. Previously, at appeal, the inspector agreed with this 
assertion as he considered the site did not form a natural part of the 
curtilage of the existing dwelling.  
 
Mrs Hubbard – Agent 
 
Mrs Hubbard informed councillors of the following issues: 
 

• No mention was made in the report about overlooking or the effect of 
the property on civic amenities 

• Two statutory declarations had been received from local residents 
confirming the site had been used as a garden for a number of years 

 
Resolved: 
 
That permission be granted, subject to conditions, delegated to 
officers. 
 
The reasons given for approval were: 
 

• Within development limits of the village 
• The plot formed an natural part of the curtilage of the property 
• Two statutory declarations had been received stating the plot 

had been used as a garden for a number of years  
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 2 Application: 2006/0198/FUL 
Location: Croft Farm, Appleton Roebuck 
Proposal: Resubmission of previously withdrawn application 
(8/79/190A/PA) for the erection of 7 no terraced dwellings (following the 
demolition of existing farm buildings) 
 
Councillor Martin, having declared a prejudicial interest, left the chamber. 
 
The Head of Service – Legal and Democratic Services informed councillors 
that representations had been received from Cunnane Town Planning. 
These raised a number of points which he felt should be addressed before a 
decision was made. For that reason, he recommended deferment of this 
application to the next meeting of the Planning Committee. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the application be deferred.  
 

 3 Application: 2006/0214/CON 
Location: Croft Farm, Appleton Roebuck 
Proposal: Resubmission of previously withdrawn application 
8/79/190/PA Conservation Area Consent for the demolition of existing 
farmhouse and outbuildings 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the application be deferred.  
 
Councillor Martin returned to the chamber. 
 

1379 Planning Applications Received 
 
Consideration was given to the schedule of planning applications submitted by the 
Head of Service – Planning and Economic Development. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the applications set out in the agenda be dealt with as follows: 
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 1 Application: 2006/0814/FUL 
Location: Woolas Hall Farm, Appleton Roebuck 
Proposal: Conversion of barn to dwelling 
 
The Principal Planning Officer explained to councillors that they were 
being asked for a ‘minded’ decision since Selby District Council could not 
make a decision. The reason for this was that the applicants had 
appealed against non-determination. The decision now rested with the 
Planning Inspectorate; however Selby District Council would submit a 
statement of case to the Inspector. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer informed councillors that after examining 
the North Yorkshire Structure Plan, it had become evident that the site lay 
outside the greenbelt (and not inside as stated in the report). For that 
reason, a request was made that the details of the appeal statement be 
delegated to officers, given the change in material circumstances. 
 
The public speaker left a copy of their speech for the consideration of the 
Planning Officer. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That the application be delegated to officers. 
 

 2 Application: 2006/1205/COU 
Location: Norden, Carlton 
Proposal: Change of use of land for the storage of touring caravans 
and outline planning permission for the erection of a building to be 
used for B2 industrial use (maximum area 800 square metres) 
 
The Planning Officer requested that the application be deferred following 
receipt of a letter of objection containing a number of material planning 
considerations.  
 
Resolved: 
 
That the application be deferred. 
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 3 Application: 2006/0500/FUL 
Location: Land adjacent to Greystones, Osgodby 
Proposal: Resubmission of a previously refused application 
8/16/207E/PA for the erection of 1 No four-bedroomed detached 
three-storey dwelling 
 
The Senior Planning Officer updated councillors on the application. A 
letter had been received from a neighbour requesting a condition be 
attached to the application with regards to creating a two-metre privacy 
wall at the front of the property. 
 
He also informed councillors that Mr Malcolm from the Highways Authority 
was present to answer questions from councillors with regards to 
highways safety. 
 
In response to councillors’ questions, Mr Malcolm stated that, in addition 
to existing conditions relating to highways safety, a further condition 
should be attached to the application requiring the construction of a form 
of traffic calming. 
 
The Senior Planning Officer informed councillors that conditions could 
only be attached to an application if they were reasonable and necessary, 
and that he did not consider traffic calming for one dwelling to be 
reasonable. 
 
Mrs Hubbard – Agent
 
Mrs Hubbard informed councillors of the following issues: 
 

• The Highways Authority had written three times to the Council 
stating there were no highways objections 

• The requirement for a traffic calming system had never been 
mentioned in the past 

• The proposed scheme would create better access with better 
visibility to accommodate fewer vehicles 

 
Resolved: 
 
That permission be granted, subject to the conditions in the officer’s 
report and an additional condition requiring a form of traffic calming 
acceptable to the Highways Authority, planning officers, the 
developers and the local community be investigated. 
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 4 Application: 2006/1450/FUL 
Location: Old Manor House, Bilbrough 
Proposal: Erection of 3 No detached dwellings on adjacent land 
 
Councillor Martin, having declared a prejudicial interest, left the chamber. 
 
Further objections had been received including a letter of objection from 
the Parish Council.  
 
Outline permission had previously been refused for the erection of four 
dwellings. 
 
The application before committee was for three dwellings and full 
planning permission was being sought. 
 
The Conservation Officer informed councillors that the proposed design 
preserved the form of the existing building and the character of the 
conservation area would not be affected. 
 
Mrs Parkin – Objector 
 
Mrs Parkin informed councillors of the following issues: 
 

• A similar application on the same site had been previously refused 
• The application was contrary to a number of planning policies 
• The site lay within the greenbelt 
• It was not a compact, linear development 
• It would have a negative effect on the open countryside 
• It didn’t meet conservation policy criteria 
• Lack of sustainability 
• It didn’t meet the social needs of the village 

 
Mr Torrible – Agent 
 
Mr Torrible informed councillors of the following issues: 
 

• Previous application had been for outline permission – this 
application was for full planning permission 

• Previous application had been for four dwellings – this application 
was for three dwellings 

• Each house would conform to local character 
• No local amenity issues 
• Conservation interests would not be harmed 
• The footprint was within development limits 
• The site was within the garden of the existing dwelling 
• The Tree Officer had endorsed the proposal 
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In response to concerns from councillors with regards to the issue of back 
land infilling, the Senior Planning Officer informed councillors that he did 
not feel the proposed application would set a precedent for back land 
infilling due to the nature and layout of the village. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That permission be granted, subject to the conditions in the officer’s 
report.   
 
Councillor Martin returned to the chamber. 
 

 5 Application: 2006/1314/FUL 
Location: Lynwood, West Lane, Burn 
Proposal: Erection of 1 No detached three-bedroomed dwelling with 
attached garage on land to the rear 
 
A request had been received by a ward councillor for this application to be 
determined by the Planning Committee on the grounds that the proposal 
would be an inappropriate infill site and would be out of character with the 
surrounding properties. 
 
Mr Gow - Agent 
 
Mr Gow informed councillors of the following issues: 
 

• The garden was extensive 
• The owner was elderly and finding it difficult to maintain the garden 
• The proposed dwelling would provide accommodation for the 

owner’s daughter 
• There had been no objections with regard to the design of the 

proposed dwelling 
• The objections received were not relevant 

 
Resolved: 
 
That permission be refused. 
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 6 Application: 2006/1350/OUT 
Location: Autoserv, Shipyard Road, Selby 
Proposal: Outline application for housing development following 
demolition of existing depot 
 
Councillors were informed that the proposal was a departure from the 
Selby District Local Plan and it had been advertised accordingly. 
 
Resolved: 
 
That permission be granted, subject to the conditions in the officer’s 
report. 
  

 7 Application: 2006/1362/FUL 
Location: Land off Foxhill Lane, Brayton 
Proposal: Erection of an extra care development, comprising of 45 
flats, restaurant/café, shop, hair and beauty salon, offices, 
landscaping and associated works  
 
The Principal Planning Officer informed councillors that the NYCC 
Highways Authority was recommending additional conditions. There was 
also an amendment to condition 6 in the officer’s report. 
 
Resolved:  
 
That permission be granted, subject to the conditions in the officer’s 
report as amended at the committee meeting. 
 

 8 Application: 2006/1447/OUT 
Location: Delamere, Main Street, Kelfield 
Proposal: Resubmission of previously withdrawn application (no 
8/14/69F/PA) for the erection of one detached dwelling (plot 5) 
 
The Senior Planning Officer informed councillors that if they were minded 
to approve the application, additional flood risk conditions would be 
required. 
 
There were no issues with regards to the streetscene, there would be no 
detriment to visual or residential amenity and no overlooking.  
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Resolved:  
 
That permission be refused. 
 
The reasons for refusal were given as: 
 

(i) overdevelopment of the site 
 

(ii) lack of civic amenities; and 
 

(iii) intensification of use 
 
 

 9 Application: 2006/1391/FUL 
Location: The Laurels, York Road, Barlby 
Proposal: Erection of 3 detached dwellings (following demolition of 
existing dwelling)  
 
Councillors were informed that the application site was an extension of an 
adjacent development of 23 houses by the same developer. For that 
reason, councillors were asked to consider whether provision should be 
made for both affordable housing and public open space. 
 
The site already had outline planning permission for three dwellings on 
the site following the demolition of the existing bungalow.   
 
Resolved:  
 
That permission be granted, subject to: 
 

(i) the conditions in the officer’s report; and 
 

(ii) the provision of affordable housing, with the number of 
affordable houses to be determined by planning officers, 
in negotiation with the applicant.  

 
 10 

 
 
 

Application: 2006/1331/REM 
Location: Brickworks, Riccall Road, Escrick 
Proposal: Reserved matters application for the mixed development 
of 19 No B1 2-storey offices and 14 No B2/B8 industrial units 
(following outline permission no 8/10/3T/PA)   
 
The site had been granted outline planning permission for a variety of 
business uses. Although the application for planning permission didn’t 
meet all relevant policies in the Selby District Local Plan, it was 
considered that due to the scale and use of the existing business, the 
replacement with a mix of smaller units would be of a similar scale and 
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would have less of an effect on the surrounding area.   
 
The Senior Planning Officer explained to councillors that conditions that 
had been attached when outline permission had been granted would be 
automatically transferred to this reserved matters application if councillors 
were minded to grant permission.  
 
Resolved:  
 
That permission be granted, subject to conditions. 
 

 11 Application: 2006/1411/COU 
Location: Brickworks, Riccall Road, Escrick 
Proposal: Change of use of land to create landscaped amenity area 
and overspill carpark to serve industrial units 
 
Resolved:  
 
That permission be granted, subject to the conditions in the officer’s 
report. 
 

 12 Application: 2006/1465/FUL 
Location: Meadow View, Wistow 
Proposal: Application for a drop kerb  
 
The Planning Officer informed councillors that there were two 
amendments to condition 3 to correct typographical errors. Condition 3 
should therefore read (amendments underlined): 
 
“Prior to the commencement of work for the application hereby approved 
a scheme indicating the access and egress proposals for the site shall be 
submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  Once 
created these access/egress arrangements must be kept indefinitely 
unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority”. 
 
Councillors were informed that condition 3 was enforceable and the 
applicant was willing to enter into an agreement with regards to access 
and egress.  
 
Resolved:  
 
That permission be granted, subject to the conditions in the officer’s 
report, as amended above. 
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 13 Application: 2006/1437/FUL 
Location: Green Lane, Selby 
Proposal: Erection of a single storey extension to the rear 
 
The Principal Planning Officer informed councillors that the application 
was before committee because one of the applicants was an employee of 
Selby District Council. 
 
There had been no objections received. The proposal would have little 
impact on neighbouring properties and there would be no adverse effect 
on the streetscene. 
 
Resolved:  
 
That permission be granted, subject to the conditions in the officer’s 
report. 

 
The meeting closed at 6:40pm. 

 
 
 



 

 
 

Agenda Item No: 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Planning Enforcement Leaflet 
  
To: Planning Committee 
  
Date: 31 January 2007 
  
Service Area: Planning and Economic Development 
  
Author: Louise Crosby 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To seek councillors views on the appended information leaflet that has been 

prepared for stakeholders wishing to make a complaint to the Planning 
Enforcement Section.   

  
2 Recommendation(s) 
  
2.1 That councillors agree that the document, subject to any amendments 

requested by councillors, be taken to Policy and Resources Committee 
for their approval to proceed to public consultation. 

  
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 Councillors’ views are sought on a leaflet that has been prepared by officers 

in conjunction with members of the Planning Committee Enforcement Sub-
Group. 

  
4 The Report 
  
4.1 Officers have prepared the leaflet in conjunction with the Planning 

Committee Enforcement Sub-Group.  The purpose of the leaflet is to help 
complainants understand the enforcement process better and introduce a 
system of prioritisation when dealing with complaints which is open and 
transparent. 
.   



 

 
 
  

4.2 
 
 
 
 
4.3 

Complaints at the present time are logged by a compliance clerk upon 
receipt, and then dealt with in chronological order by the Enforcement 
Officer, unless the matter requires immediate attention such as unauthorised 
works to a listed building or tree that has a TPO on it.   
 
It is felt that prioritising cases will allow the limited enforcement resources 
available to be used more effectively. 
 

4.3 
 

The sub-group in association with the Principal Planning Officer and 
Enforcement Officer have agreed the timescales set out towards the end of 
the leaflet. 
 

4.4 The leaflet, following consideration by Planning Committee will need to be 
approved by Policy and Resources Committee for public consultation 
purposes.  The leaflet will then form the basis of a public consultation.  
Consultation will take place with a wide range of stakeholders including the 
public, agents, parish councils and other consultees.   
 

4.5 The results of the consultation will then be reported back to Policy and 
Resources Committee along with any proposed amendments.  The 
recommendation at this point will be that the leaflet as agreed will be 
adopted as Council Policy. 
 

  
5.2 The estimated costs are: 

 
                             2005/06                       2006/07                             2007/08 
 
Revenue                  £50.00                        £50.00                               £50.00 
(Provide details) 
 
Capital 
(Provide details) 

  
5.3 There is budget provision to meet the above costs. 
  
  
6 Conclusions 
  
6.1 It is recommended that councillors agree the content of the leaflet which will 

provide useful information for stakeholders wishing to make a formal 
complaint in respect of a planning breach. 



 

 
 
  

 
7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1 Protecting the Environment; Better use of Resources and Organising to 

Deliver 
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1 One of the priorities of the District Council is ‘Raise the Image of Selby 

District’.  Improving enforcement would raise the image of the Council.  In 
addition it would also help ‘improve the streetscene’. 

  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
 Development of enforcement policy in line with national guidance. 
 
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
No Impact 

  
9.2 Equalities 

 
No Impact  

  
9.3 Community Safety and Crime 

 
No Impact 

  
9.4 Procurement 

 
No Impact  

  
9.5 Risk Management 

 
No Impact  

  
9.6 Sustainability 

 
No Impact  

  
9.7 Value for Money 

 
No Impact  

  
 
 
10 Background Papers 

  
10.1 Background papers are available in the Enforcement Section of the Planning 

Department. 
 
 



 
Priority D  
Site to be visited within 15 working days 
 
• Erection of a fence or wall 
• Erection of a satellite dish or aerial 
• Ancillary residential developments                 

e.g. porches, sheds, greenhouses 
• Other issues not classified above. 
 
Useful Contacts 
 
If you have any queries please contact us: 
 
Enforcement Officer          01757 292307 
Compliance Clerk              01757 292034 
 
Civic Centre, Portholme Road, Selby,  
YO8 4SB 
  
 
Opening times:  
 
Monday – Thursdays 8:30am – 5:00pm 
Wednesday 10:00am - 5:00pm 
Friday 8:30am – 4:30pm 
 
 
Complaint forms are available by  
telephone, at Planning Reception at  
Civic centre or via the website 
www.selby.gov.uk 
 

Enforcement Priorities 
 

Because of the number of complaints to be 
dealt with at any one time, the Council has 
agreed the following priorities; 
 

Priority A  
Site to be visited by the end of the next 
working day. 
• Unauthorised works to a tree protected by a 

TPO or tree in a conservation area 
• Demolition in a conservation area 
• Unauthorised works/demolition to a listed 

building 
• Unauthorised works to a Scheduled Ancient 

Monument (SAM) 
 

Priority B  
Site to be visited within 5 working days 
• Unauthorised development, non-compliance 

with planning permission or breach of        
condition  

• Unauthorised change of use 
• Creation of an access 
• Any unauthorised development or use of 

land or building that may seriously impact on 
the environment or encroach into the Green 
Belt outside the development limit 

• Unauthorised development in a conservation 
area. 

 

Priority C 
Site to be visited within 10 working days 
• Unauthorised advertisements 
• Unauthorised residential extensions 
• Untidy land 
• Operation of an alleged unauthorised       

business 

Author: Planning Enforcement 
Date Published: January 2007 
Review Date: January 2008 

Planning Enforcement  

Selby Dis t r ic t  Counci l 

www.selby.gov.uk 



relates to a building, this can be checked 
quickly.  If there is an alleged breach of use 
then the operation may need to be assessed. 
If there is a breach, we have to consider if it 
would be likely to get planning permission.  If 
we feel it may, we will invite an application 
and you will be informed.  Letters received on 
planning applications are available to the  
public.   
 
If an application is not submitted, the Council 
will then have to consider if it is in the public 
interest to take formal action.   
 
If the Council do not feel that planning         
permission would be granted and the breach 
is significant, we will take formal enforcement 
action. 
 
You will be informed of any key decisions, 
which are made.  You will also be notified of 
the outcome, once we have resolved the 
problem. 

complaint.  Most complaints are dealt with 
without the need for formal enforcement      
action, so in most cases your confidentiality 
is maintained.  Under the Freedom of          
Information Act 2000 the Council does     
however have to make available to the public 
information about where there has been a 
complaint and what the complaint is about. 
 
The complaint process 
 
The Council aims to acknowledge your   
complaint within 5 working days and        
thereafter the enforcement officer will        
endeavour to keep you updated.  All        
complaints are dealt with in accordance with 
the Council’s approved priorities.   
 
The enforcement officer will check the     
planning history of the site to see whether 
planning permission and/or consent has 
been granted, and, if so, whether there are 
any conditions that may not have been    
complied with. It is the Council’s aim that the 
initial site visit will occur within the specified 
time limit.  Each complaint is allocated a    
priority and the timescale for site visits       
depends on that priority. (see enforcement 
prioritys) 
 
What happens when I complain? 
 
We can only take action if there has been a 
breach of planning control.  We will therefore 
check this by visiting the site.  If the breach 

What can I complain about? 
 
Breaches of planning control can include: 
• Unauthorised building or extensions, or 

making alterations to a building without 
planning permission 

• An unauthorised change of use* 
• Breach of condition, imposed on a planning 

permission 
• Non-compliance with approved plans 
• Unauthorised advertisements* 
• Works to, or removal of a protected tree 
• Unauthorised works to a listed building 
 
*Please note some extensions, advertisement 
or uses can be carried out without planning             
permission 
 
How can I complain? 
 
You may submit a complaint in writing, or,    
preferably, on a complaint form, and send it to 
the address on the front of the leaflet. A com-
plaint form can be obtained from Civic Centre 
or online 
 
Will my Details be kept confidential? 
 
Under the Data Protection Act 1998, the name 
and address of the person making the       
complaint, or any other contact details, will not 
be disclosed.  The only exception is when we 
are taking formal action and you have been 
asked to collect evidence to support your 
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Norden, Hirst Road, Carlton
2006/1205/COU



  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/29/118G/PA 
2006/1205/COU 

PARISH: Carlton Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mrs N Walton VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

6 September 2006 
 
6 December 2006 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Change of use of land for the storage of touring caravans and outline 
planning permission for the erection of a building to be used for B2 
industrial use (maximum area 800 square metres) 

LOCATION: Norden 
Hirst Road 
Carlton 
Goole 
North Yorkshire 
DN14 9PX 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This application was deferred by councillors on 3rd January 2007 in order to address 
issues raised by Mr Johnson on behalf of neighbouring residents of Jandrem to the east of 
the site.  Following previous correspondence from Mr Johnson the application description 
has been amended and neighbours and consultees have been notified; site and press 
notices have also been posted.  The recommended conditions have been slightly 
amended to reflect changes made to the application type and description.  The amended 
description consultation period expired on the 22nd December 2006.  No new issues have 
been raised other than those in Mr Johnson’s letter dated 2nd January 2007. 
 
The proposal is a resubmission of planning application ref. 2006/0701/COU which was 
withdrawn following objections, to enable a more appropriate scheme to be submitted. 
 
The previous application sought consent for change of use of land, currently used for 
horticultural purposes, to B2 (General Industry) and B8 (Storage and Distribution).  The 
proposed B8 use was originally sought to cover the storage of caravans; however this was 
not clear in the previous application. 
 
The current application seeks change of use of land for storage of touring caravans and 
outline planning permission for the erection of a building for B2 use. 
 
The site is located to the west of Carlton and is situated on the northern side of Hirst Road.  
To the east of the site there is an unrestricted B2 use site (Jandrem) and to the west of the 
site there is a commercial garden centre (Too Hoots).  The remaining land surrounding the 
site is agricultural. 
 
Planning History 
 
8/29/118/PA – use of land as garden centre/market garden - approved 1983 
8/29/118A/PA – residential caravan - approved 1983 
8/29/118B/PA – dwelling in connection with nursery - outline approved 1988 
8/29/118C/PA – dwelling in connection with nursery – reserved matters approved 1989 



8/28/118D/PA – kennels – approved 1991 
8/28/118E/PA – greenhouse – approved 1996 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
Parish Council - Object on same grounds as previous application: it is inappropriate to 
create an industrial development on horticultural land, aerial photo is out of date and does 
not show adjacent bungalow, currently no sheds for industrial use only glass houses, 
kennels next door are not run as a business, the B2 permission next door was only 
permitted through a mistake by Selby District Planning, amount of existing horticultural 
traffic is very low, Hirst Road is not suitable for traffic related to caravan storage and 
industrial unit, the site should remain as horticultural use only, neither owner is employed 
on site so existing horticultural permission is not being upheld, serious visual and traffic 
impact. 
 
Highways - The resubmission shows the site now proposes 800m2 B2 use and storage of 
caravans, both of which are acceptable from a highway point of view.  Conditions are 
recommended. 
 
Environmental Health - Concerned that noise and emissions to the atmosphere from the 
proposed development may cause nuisance or loss of amenity to adjoining residents.  
Also they are aware that adjoining property has a Certificate of Lawful Use for such 
activities that do give rise to odours and noise.  Therefore recommend conditions to control 
hours of deliveries, loading, unloading and vehicle movements, noise emissions and 
emissions to the atmosphere. 
 
Selby IDB - No objection in principle.  Advise condition to prevent obstruction of 
watercourse on northern boundary. 
 
Yorkshire Water - Observations not required. 
 
Environment Agency - No objection subject to conditions. 
 
Planning Policy - Proposal needs to satisfy criteria of Policy EMP7.  I have not visited site 
so I am unaware of existing screening, main concern is visual impact of caravans.  
 
Publicity - Neighbours have been consulted by letter and site and press notices posted.  
Representations have been received from Planning Consultant Philip Johnson on behalf of 
the occupiers of Jandrem, and from the occupiers of Greenacres, Too Hoots Nursery, New 
Coates Farm, and Jandrem, all of which are located on Hirst Road. 
 
Complaints have been received by the occupiers of Jandrem and Too Hoots stating that 
they were not consulted on this application.  However the Council's records clearly show 
that all of the above objectors were consulted by post on 12th September 2006.  The letter 
to Jandrem was however sent care of Philip Johnson who previously objected on the 
occupiers’ behalf.  As Jandrem is not shown on the Council's Ordnance Survey maps, 
which are updated by Ordnance Survey, not the Council, this address was not picked up at 
the initial consultation time.  It is however standard practice for Council officers to identify 
any further neighbour notifications required when visiting the site.  As an objection had 
already been received from Jandrem at the time of the site visit no further consultation was 
considered necessary. 
 



The following objections have been raised: 
 

• Resubmission of B2 and omission of B8 is more reasonable. However there are 
errors in the design and access statement. 

• The aerial photograph used on the front cover of the design and access statement 
and the site location plan are not up to date and do not show the adjacent 
bungalow. 

• The authorised use of the site is a nursery not a garden centre. 
• The nursery has not operated for the last 6 years. 
• Adjacent industrial building is not a good argument for another. 
• Application is lacking in detail. 
• Impact of the proposal on amenity, character and appearance of the countryside. 
• Occupancy condition of bungalow on site is not being complied with. 
• Proposal would not be diversification in accordance with PPS7. 
• Application does not explain how the development would benefit rural economy. 
• 800m2 is not small. 
• Proposal is not expansion of existing use. 
• No evidence or marketing to demonstrate horticultural use not viable. 
• Caravans used for residential occupation. 
• Disturbance and intrusion caused by vehicles passing adjacent bungalow. 
• Increased noise and traffic. 
• Site is not well screened. 
• Land should remain for agricultural / horticultural use. 
• Industrial development should be around Selby and the bypass. 
• Road is unsuitable for any more HGVs. 
• Highway safety. 

 
At the request of Mr Kilner, the occupier of Jandrem, a meeting took place at his property 
on Friday 20th October 2006 to enable concerns and issues to be explained and pointed 
out on his site.  This meeting was attended by planning officers Rachael Bartlett and Sarah 
Hill, Highway Officer Glen Donaldson and objectors from Jandrem and Too Hoots. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District comprises 
the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humberside (published on 1 December 
2004), the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No3) (adopted in 1995) and the Selby 
District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005). 
 
National Guidance 
 
PPG4 - Industrial, commercial development and small firms 
PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas 
 
Regional Spatial Strategy (2004) 
 
Policy E2 – Rural Employment Opportunities 
 



North Yorkshire Structure Plan 
 
Policy E2 – Development in the Open Countryside 
 
Selby District Local Plan 
 
Policy DL1 – Control of Development in the Countryside 
Policy ENV1 – Control of Development 
Policy EMP7 – Employment Development in the Countryside 
Policy EMP9 – Expansion of Existing Employment Uses in the Countryside 
Policy T1 – Development in Relation to Highway 
Policy T2 – Access to Roads 
 
Key Issues 
 
i) Principle of Development 
ii) Impact on the Character of the Area 
iii) Impact on Residential Amenity 
iv) Highway Safety 
 
i) Principle of Development 
 
In Planning Policy Guidance Note 4: Industrial, commercial development and small firms, 
paragraph 14 states that: 
 
“The characteristics of industry and commerce are evolving continuously, and many 
businesses can be carried on in rural and residential areas without causing unacceptable 
disturbance through increased traffic, noise, pollution or other adverse effects. Individual 
planning decisions will of course depend on such factors as the scale of the development, 
the nature of the use of the site and its location.” 
 
In paragraph 15 it is stated that: 
 
“Planning permission should normally be granted unless there are specific and significant 
objections, such as a relevant development plan policy, unacceptable noise, smell, safety, 
and health impacts or excessive traffic generation. The fact that an activity differs from the 
predominant land use in any locality is not a sufficient reason, in itself, for refusing 
planning permission.” 
 
Paragraph 24 relates to speculative developments such as this proposal and states that: 
 
“Few firms, especially small ones, can afford to build their own premises, and developers 
who provide unit factories, offices and other premises suitable for small firms are 
contributing to the expansion of the economy and of employment.  Planning applications 
for speculative development should be considered on their land-use planning merits; 
authorities should not normally seek to investigate whether the developer already has 
particular prospective purchasers or tenants; this will seldom be a material consideration.” 
 
PPS7 states that Planning Authorities should encourage a wide range of economic activity 
in rural areas and is supportive of replacement buildings in rural areas for economic 
development purposes. 
 



The Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber (2004) states in paragraph 
5.25: 
 
“Small and medium sized enterprises offer the greatest potential for achieving sustainable 
economic and social development in rural areas. Economic activity in the countryside 
should promote the sustainable use of the natural resources and environment, recognise 
and capitalise on the existing skills within the rural workforce, and take advantage of the 
footloose nature of IT related/community-based activities and their ability to be 
accommodated relatively seamlessly in rural locations. Examples include food and timber 
processing, alternative crops, specialist tourism and postal/technology based businesses 
although a wide range of industries and businesses can be successfully accommodated in 
rural areas.” 
 
Policy E2 of the North Yorkshire Structure Plan refers to small-scale proposals in the open 
countryside.  The proposed building would be approx 800 square metres, only 318 square 
metres greater than the existing glass houses and poly tunnels to be replaced.  The 
building would be located between two commercial sites and it is therefore considered 
there would be no significant harm to the character and appearance of the area. 
 
Policy DL1 of the Selby District Local Plan requires development in the countryside to 
meet one of four criteria.  The proposal would involve the reuse of an existing commercial 
site, replacement of existing buildings and would provide additional small-scale 
employment in the area. 
 
Policy EMP7 of the Selby District Local Plan supports diversification and small-scale 
development subject to criteria.  The development would create additional employment 
which would benefit the rural economy, would be of similar scale and design to buildings 
on adjacent sites, would not have a significant effect on the character of the area given 
that there are existing buildings on the site that would be replaced and similar buildings on 
the adjacent site, would not be prejudicial to highway safety or amenity subject to 
conditions and would be adequately screened by adjacent buildings, existing landscaping 
and further landscaping to be conditioned. 
 
The site is located outside of the Development Limits for Carlton and is therefore defined 
as open countryside.  The site is not within or adjacent to a designated green belt.  The 
existing lawful use of the site is as a horticultural enterprise that has been open to the 
public and trade.  The site is located between a commercial garden centre and an 
unrestricted B2 General Industrial site. 
 
The proposal would make use of an existing commercial site and by introducing a new 
small-scale employment development it is considered that it would be of benefit to the rural 
economy.  The redevelopment would take place within the confines of the existing site and 
would be of a scale in keeping with the adjoining commercial sites.   
 
It is therefore considered that the proposed development would be acceptable in principle. 
 
ii) Impact on the Character of the Area 
 
The storage of caravans would be in the northern part of the site which is well screened by 
buildings adjacent to the site and existing conifer hedges.  It is recommended that a 
condition should be imposed requiring further landscaping should the application be 
approved.  Sites for touring caravans and their storage are generally located in the 



countryside and there are a number of sites within the District.  It would not be desirable 
for important employment sites in and around urban areas to be used for caravan storage, 
which would take up a large area of land and generate only a small number of jobs. 
 
The proposed B2 use would be located on the area currently occupied by glasshouses 
and poly tunnels.  The proposed building would be approx 800 square metres, only 318 
square metres greater than the floor area of the existing buildings to be replaced.  The 
height of the building would measure a maximum of 4 metres to the eaves and 6 metres to 
the ridge.  As this is a speculative development, submitted in outline form, no details have 
been submitted regarding the design, siting or external appearance of the proposed 
building.  At the Reserved Matters stage consultations would be carried out again and the 
impact of the building on the area would be fully assessed. 
 
It is therefore considered that the proposal, in general, would not be detrimental to the 
character of the area. 
 
iii) Impact on Residential Amenity 
 
It is considered that the proposed storage of caravans would not be detrimental to the 
residential amenity of neighbours.  Although touring caravans are used throughout the 
year, the predominant use would be in the summer months and at weekends.  The number 
of times that most people use their caravans is restricted by other commitments hence the 
need for storage.  It is extremely unlikely that any significant number of owners would be 
collecting or returning their caravans from the site at the same time or that there would be 
a significant number of vehicular movements to and from the caravan storage area per 
day.  Most caravan sites are located in rural areas served by rural roads.  The road is of 
sufficient width to allow two vehicles to pass; therefore it is considered unlikely that drivers 
would have any problems accessing this site.  It is also considered that the passing of 
vehicles towing caravans would not result in any significant level of disturbance to 
neighbouring properties due to the sporadic nature of caravan movements.  The adjacent 
dwelling Jandrem is approximately 10 metres from the site boundary and access road and 
has only a utility room window and door in the side elevation (details and measurements 
were obtained from the planning application for Jandrem). 
 
As the proposed B2 use is speculative, traffic flows to this part of the site are unknown.  
However, given that the B2 use would be limited to 800m2, and that the existing lawful use 
of the site has the potential to generate at least 2 HGV movements a day as well as 
numerous car movements, it is considered unlikely that the proposal would significantly 
increase traffic movements over and above that which could be expected for the existing 
horticultural use. 
 
The area proposed for B2 use is set back to the rear of the dwelling in line with adjacent 
commercial buildings.  The limited area of the site would restrict the type of activities that 
could be carried out on the site as would the recommended Environmental Health 
conditions relating to hours of use, noise levels and emissions. 
 
It is therefore considered that subject to suitable conditions the proposal would not be 
detrimental to the amenity of neighbouring properties. 
 
iv) Highway Safety 
 



There is an existing hard surfaced access road to the site from Hirst Road which runs 
along the eastern side of the site, adjacent to the boundary with Jandrem.  There is also 
ample space within the site for parking and turning.  It is considered unlikely that the 
proposal would generate a significantly greater amount of traffic movement than that which 
could be expected from the existing lawful use of the site.  The Highway Authority have 
confirmed that both proposed uses are acceptable in principle.  A condition has been 
recommended should the application be approved requiring details of access, parking and 
turning to be submitted prior to commencement of the development. 
 
It is therefore considered that the proposal would not be detrimental to highway safety. 
 
v) Other Issues  
 
The letter dated 2nd January 2007 from Mr Johnson states that the application does not 
accord with Circular 01/2006 and that the Design and Access Statement is not adequate.  
Further details regarding the scale parameters of the proposed building have now been 
provided in accordance with the advice of Circular 01/06.  There is no statutory guidance 
on what constitutes a valid Design and Access Statement. However, the information 
provided is considered acceptable by the Council for this development. 
 
There is no requirement in the Local Plan to provide evidence of viability or to carry out 
marketing of agricultural/horticultural sites unless reuse of the site for residential purposes 
is proposed.  This is to demonstrate that there is no demand for commercial use. 
 
There is no requirement to remove the occupancy condition from Norden at the present 
time as the dwelling will continue to be occupied by Mrs Walton who was last employed in 
horticulture.  A complaint has recently been investigated by the Planning Enforcement 
Officer and no breach of condition was found. 
 
It is not considered that the granting of planning permission on this site would set a very 
strong precedent.  Precedent is not a reason for approving other developments, each site 
is determined on its own merits.  This is a commercial site with commercial development at 
either side. 
 
The application has been advertised as a departure from the Local Plan. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
This application seeks consent for change of use of an existing horticultural business to 
touring caravan storage and outline planning permission to erect a building for B2 General 
Industrial use.  The site is located in the open countryside adjacent to an existing 
commercial garden centre and unrestricted B2 industrial site.  It is considered that subject 
to the imposition of suitable conditions to control the development that the change of use 
would have no greater impact on neighbours or the surrounding area than the existing 
authorised use of the site. 
 
The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable and to be in accordance with key 
national and local planning policies. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 



This application is recommended to be Granted subject to the following conditions: 
 
 
01. The development for which the change of use of land for the storage of touring 

caravans is hereby granted shall be begun within a period of three years from the 
date of this permission. 

  
 Reason:  
 In order to comply with the provisions of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 
 
02. The northern part of the site shall be used for the storage of touring caravans only 

and there shall be no residential use of caravans. 
  
 Reason: 
 In accordance with the details submitted and to safeguard the rights of control by the 

Local Planning Authority. 
 
03. No more than 45 caravans shall be stored on the site at any one time. 
  
 Reason 
 In the interests of visual amenity. 
 
04. Before any development is commenced the approval of the Local Planning Authority 

is required to a scheme of landscaping and tree planting for the site, indicating inter 
alia the number, species, heights on planting and positions of all trees, shrubs and 
bushes. Such scheme as approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority shall be 
carried out in its entirety within the period of twelve months beginning with the date 
on which development is commenced, or within such longer period as may be agreed 
in writing with the Local Planning Authority. All trees, shrubs and bushes shall be 
adequately maintained for the period of five years beginning with the date of 
completion of the scheme and during that period all losses shall be made good as 
and when necessary. 

  
 Reason: 
 To safeguard the rights of control by the Local Planning Authority in the interests of 

amenity having had regard to Policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
05. No development or other obstruction shall be located within 7 metres of the bank top 

of the watercourse which runs along the northern boundary of the site. 
  
 Reason: 
 In order to allow access for maintenance at all times. 
 
06. Applications for the approval of the reserved matters referred to in condition 7 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 
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 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004. 

 
07. No development shall take place without the prior written approval of the Local 

Planning Authority of all details of the following matters: 
  
 (i) The siting, 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. 
 
08. The development shall not be commenced until full details of the following have been 

submitted to and been approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in 
consultation with the Local Highway Authority: 

 - proposed vehicular, cycle, pedestrian access, 
 - proposed vehicular, cycle parking  
 - proposed vehicular turning arrangements 
 - proposed manoeuvring arrangements 
 - proposed turning areas 
 - proposed loading and unloading arrangements 
  
 The proposals shall:- 
 - take full regard of all vehicles to use the site 
 - provide satisfactory accommodation for all vehicles of staff and visitors 
 - be provided, laid out, hard surfaced and drained marked out and made available for 

use in accordance with the approved details and the specification  
 - be available for use before the development is first brought into use unless 

otherwise approved by the Local Planning Authority.   
 - once created be maintained clear of any obstruction and retained for their intended 

purpose at all times 
  
 Reason 
 To ensure appropriate on-site facilities with associated access and manoeuvring 

areas, in the interests of highway safety and the general amenity of the development. 
  
 NOTE: 
 The parking standards are set out in the North Yorkshire County Council publication 

"Parking Design Guide" 
  
 
09. No development approved by this permission shall be commenced until a scheme for 

the provision of surface water drainage works has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The drainage works shall be completed in 
accordance with the details and timetable agreed. 

  
 Reason: 
 To prevent the increased risk of flooding by ensuring the proper provision of a 

satisfactory means of surface water disposal. 



 
10. The floor level of any building constructed on this site shall be a minimum of 6.0m 

above ordnance datum. 
  
 Reason: 
 To reduce the risk to the property in the event of flooding. 
 
11. Any facilities for the storage of oils, fuels or chemicals shall be sited on impervious 

bases and surround by impervious bund walls.  The volume of the bunded compound 
should be at least equivalent to the capacity of the tank plus 10%.  If there is multiple 
tankage, the compound should be at least equivalent to the capacity of the largest 
tank, or the combined capacity of interconnected tanks, plus 10%.  All filling points, 
vents, gauges and sight glasses must be located within the bund.  The drainage 
system of the bund shall be sealed with no discharge to any watercourse, land or 
underground strata.  Associated pipework should be located above ground and 
protected from accidental damage.  All filling points and tank overflow pipe outlets 
should be detailed to discharge downwards into the bund. 

  
 Reason: 
 To prevent pollution of the water environment. 
 
12. Any delivery, loading and unloading of goods and vehicle movements related to the 

proposed B2 use shall be restricted to the hours of 7.00am to 7.00pm Monday to 
Saturday and not at all on Sundays or Bank Holidays. 

  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of residential amenity. 
 
13. The level of noise emissions from the combined effects of the vehicle movements and 

noise from other activities on site in connection with this application when measured 
at adjoining residential properties shall not exceed: 

  
 (a) during the night-time 5dB above the night-time LA90 5 min background noise level 
 (b) during the day-time 5dB above the day-time LA90 1 hour background noise level 
  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of residential amenity. 
 
14. All emissions to the atmosphere resulting from the process shall be treated to the 

satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority, details of the extract system and any 
discharge points shall be submitted to and agreed in writing before the B2 use 
commences.  The agreed scheme shall be used throughout the use of the 
development. 

  
 Reason 
 In the interests of environmental protection. 
 
15. No external storage on the site, in connection with the approved B2 use, shall exceed 

three metres in height. 
  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of visual amenity. 



 
16. The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out otherwise in complete 

accordance with the approved plans and specifications. 
  
 Reason: 
 To ensure that no departure is made from the details approved and that the whole of 

the development is carried out, in order to ensure the development accords with 
Policy ENV1. 
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Lumby Hall, Butts Lane, Lumby
2006/1460/FUL



  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/57/135H/PA 
2006/1460/FUL 

PARISH: South Milford Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr L Condon VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

9 November 2006 
 
3 January 2007 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Resubmission of previously withdrawn application 8/57/135D/PA for the 
conversion from 4 bedroomed dwelling to 2 No. 2 bedroomed flats 

LOCATION: Lumby Hall 
Butts Lane 
Lumby 
Leeds 
North Yorkshire 
LS25 5JB 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
 
 
The application site is a traditional two-storey mid-terrace dwelling house developed from 
a converted barn. It is located on the western side of Butts Lane. It is within the 
development limits of Lumby, a rural area which is principally residential in character. The 
existing 4-bedroomed house is situated in a courtyard development. 
 
The proposal is to convert a 4-bedroomed dwelling house to two number two-bedroomed 
flats, which would involve the construction of a new door to the first floor south elevation 
and the closure of openings on the north and south elevations to the proposed first floor 
flat.  2 No. 2-bedroom flats would be provided on ground floor and first floor level. The 
ground floor flat would be accessed via the front entrance to the property on the south 
elevation and the first floor via the rear access to the north elevation.  
 
The proposal would provide a garage and a car parking space for each of the flats 
proposed. 
 
HISTORY 
September 2006 – Application (8/57/135D/PA) to convert a 4-bedroomed dwelling to 2 by 
2-bedroomed flats withdrawn 
 
November 1982- Application (8/57/135A/PA) to convert of stables to form dwellings and 
alteration and extension of storage buildings to form garages approved 
 
May 1980- Application (8/57/135/PA) to convert existing barns and stables to four 
dwellings approved 
 
In addition to the above the Council is currently considering an application (8/57/135G/PA) 
for the renovation of the derelict building to the north of the application site to two 
dwellings. 
 
 



 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
PARISH COUNCIL 
No objections to the proposal provided that: 
- Amenities of the adjacent buildings are not affected 
- Opaque glass is used in windows used in the flats 
- To confirm that cottages 1& 2 would not affect the amenities of the adjacent 
residents 
- Traffic to the developments enter via Lumby Hall entrance and exit through the gate 
north of Butts Lane 
- Stewart House’s access and egress is not affected and they will access via existing 
gate. 
 
NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL –HIGHWAYS 
No objections subject to conditions to ensure that the proposed parking spaces are 
provided and retained. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER 
No objections 
 
THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY 
No comments  
 
SELBY AREA INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD 
No observations as the application is outside the Board’s District. 
 
NEIGHBOURS 
The immediate residents were consulted by letter and a site notice was erected to notify 
the wider members of the public. One letter of objection was received and raised the 
following concerns 
- Object to the 4 additional windows on the North Elevation 
- These will allow additional loss of privacy 
- The plans go against the previous planning constraints 
- We wish to see and expect the windows to be opaque glazing 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts the determination must be, made in accordance with the plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District 
comprises the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humberside (published on 1 
December 2004), the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No3) (adopted in 1995) 
and the Selby District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005). 
 
The proposal is for a small-scale redevelopment of existing premises within the 
development limits of the village of Lumby and is therefore subject to policy H7 of the 
Selby District Local Plan. 
 



In addition to the above, the site and the whole village of Lumby is washed over by Green 
Belt. As such the proposal is subject to the guidance contained within policies GB2 and 
GB4 of the Selby District Local Plan and the guidance in PPG2 “Green Belt”. In this 
respect paragraphs 3.7 to 3.9 of PPG2 state 
 
“3.7 With suitable safeguards, the re-use of buildings should not prejudice the openness of 
the Green Belts, since the buildings are already there. The alternative to re-use may be a 
building that is left vacant and prone to vandalism and dereliction 
 
3.8 The re-use of buildings inside a Green Belt is not inappropriate development providing: 
 
(a) It does not have a materially greater impact than the present use on the openness 
of the Green Belt and the purposes of including land in it;  
 
(b) Strict control is exercised over the extension of re-used buildings, and over any 
associated uses of land surrounding the building which might conflict            with the 
openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of including land in it (eg because they 
involve extensive external storage, or extensive             hardstanding, car parking, 
boundary walling or fencing);  
 
(c) The buildings are of permanent and substantial construction, and are capable of 
conversion without major or complete reconstruction; and  
 
The form, bulk and general design of the buildings are in keeping with their surroundings. 
(Conversion proposals may be more acceptable if they respect local building styles and 
materials, though the use of equivalent natural materials that are not local should not be 
ruled out) 
3.9 If a proposal for the re-use of a building in the Green Belt does not meet the criteria in 
paragraph 3.8, or there are other specific and convincing planning reasons for refusal (for 
example on environmental or traffic grounds), the local planning authority should not reject 
the proposal without considering whether, by imposing reasonable conditions any 
objections could be overcome”. 
 
All proposals contained within planning applications for development within the District are 
subject to Policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan.  The policy lists eight categories of 
issues that should be take into account when considering development proposals. Given 
the nature and scale of the development, together with the character of the application site 
and its surroundings it is considered that categories 3, 5, 6 and 7 have no direct bearing 
on this case.  However categories 1, 2, 4 and 8 have some bearing on this case and state 
that the Council will take into account: 
 
1) The effect upon the character of the area or the amenity of adjoining occupiers; 
 
2)  The relationship of the proposal to the highway network, the proposed means of 
access, the need for road junction improvements in the vicinity of the site, and the 
arrangements to be made for car parking 
 
4)    The standard of layout, design and, materials in relation to the site and its 
surroundings and associated landscaping. 
 
8) Any other material considerations 
 



 
 
In relation to the impacts of development on highway safety and efficiency policies T1 
(Development in relation to highway network) and T2 (Access to Roads) and VP1 
(parking) are relevant. 
 
The site is located within a locally Important landscape area and is therefore subject to 
Policy ENV15 which states “ Within the locally Important landscape areas, as defined on 
the proposals map, priority will be given to the conservation and enhancement of the 
character and quality of the landscape. Particular attention should be paid to the design, 
layout, landscaping of development and the use of materials in order to minimize its impact 
and to enhance the traditional character of buildings and landscape in the area” 
 
 
OFFICER’S APPRAISAL 
 
PRINCIPLE OF CONVERSION 
 
With regards to the principle of this type of residential development, policy and guidance is 
provided by PPS3 “Housing” and Policy H7 of the Selby District Local Plan and for 
conversions within the Green Belt by PPG2. However Policy H7 provides the overall 
framework to assess proposals of this type. Therefore the principle of this development 
would be acceptable provided it complies with Policy H7 of Selby District Local Plan. 
 
THE IMPACT ON THE FORM & CHARACTER OF THE SETTLEMENT (including Green 
Belt and Locally Important Landscape) AND THE BUILDING 
 
In respect to the impact of the proposal on the character of the settlement, the main 
considerations are the impact of the proposal on the open character and visual amenities 
of the Green Belt, the impact on the Locally Important Landscape Area and the impact on 
the physical character of the built form of the village. The proposal does not involve the 
erection of any new extensions to the dwelling. Furthermore the additional openings to the 
external elevations (north and south elevations) would not have an adverse impact on the 
character of the area. While the proposal would result in the loss of an existing 4-bedroom 
house, the overall character of the area, that of predominantly small family dwellings, 
would remain. It is considered that the proposed development would not detract from or be 
harmful in this respect to the character and form of the settlement of Lumby and of the 
host property. 
 
 
In addition to the above the application is located in the Green Belt in the Selby District 
Local Plan wherein there is a presumption against inappropriate development other than in 
very special circumstances. 
 
The decision making process when considering proposals for development in the Green 
Belt is in three stages, and is as follows:- 
 
a It must be determined whether the development is appropriate or inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.  PPG2 and Local Plan set out the categories of 
appropriate development. 

 



b If the development is appropriate, the application should be treated favourably 
unless there is demonstrable harm to interests of                                        
acknowledged importance, other than the preservation of the Green Belt itself, 
which justifies overriding the general presumption in favour. 

 
c If the development is inappropriate, the presumption against inappropriate 

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

 
 
In this respect it is noted that paragraph 3:7 of PPG2 states “with suitable safeguards, the 
re-use of buildings should not prejudice the openness of Green Belts, since the buildings 
are already there”. In respect to the tests set out in paragraph 3.8 it is considered that 
 
a. The proposal by virtue of the existing and proposed uses and form, would not have 

a material impact than the present use on the openness of the Green Belt 
 
b. The proposal would not entail any extensions to the existing building and would not 

create any significant area of hard standing 
 
c. The building concerned is a recently converted barn (1980) used as a dwelling and 

therefore is of a permanent and substantial construction and is  therefore capable of 
conversion without major or complete construction. 

 
d. The form and bulk and general design of the flats would be in keeping with its 

immediate surroundings. 
 
As such it is concluded that the proposal meets the tests set out in paragraph 3.8 of PPG2 
and therefore would not constitute inappropriate development in the Green Belt  or 
significantly detract from the open character or visual amenity of its Green Belt  location. 
The proposal would therefore not be contrary to policies GB2 and GB4 of the Selby District 
Local Plan.  
  
 
Impact on the Locally Important Landscape Area 
 
Policy ENV15 states that “within the locally Important landscape areas, as defined on the 
proposals map, priority will be given to the conservation and enhancement of the character 
and quality of the landscape”, It is considered that the conversion would not by virtue of 
the scale and changes to the external appearance of the building harm the appearance, 
setting, character or amenity of the Locally Important Landscape Area. Given that the 
proposal is considered acceptable in terms of the general impact on its immediate built 
form, the Green Belt and the Locally Important Landscape Area, it is considered that it 
would not detract from the form and character of its settlement and would not therefore be 
contrary to policy H7 (1) of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
 
STANDARD OF ACCOMMODATION AND AMENITY 
 
The proposal would provide a satisfactory standard of accommodation for future 
occupiers, which would meet acceptable living standards. All proposed room sizes would 



be more than adequate for their intended purpose. This level of usage is comparable to 
that which would occur in a single-family dwelling house and is not likely to have a 
materially detrimental impact on the neighbouring occupiers.  
 
Policies H7 and ENV1 state that planning permission will not be granted for development 
that would have a serious effect on residential amenity. In considering proposals account 
will be taken of the extent of overlooking and loss of privacy; the proximity and relationship 
of new and existing buildings and whether there is an overbearing effect on existing 
properties; and, disturbance from the level of traffic likely to be generated by the 
development. With respect to the impact of the proposal on the residential amenity it is 
noted that as it would not entail any extension it would not result in any significant levels of 
overshadowing. The windows in the northern elevation would serve uninhabitable rooms 
or provide secondary light sources. As such any additional degrees of overlooking could 
be mitigated using obscure glazing in the openings. 
 
The windows in the southern elevation would form primary light sources to habitable 
rooms including living rooms. These would look directly over the communal courtyard area 
and would not result in significant additional degrees of overlooking to the surrounding 
properties. 
 
It is noted that a ‘Juliet-style’ balcony is proposed at the first-floor level of the southern 
elevation. However given its ‘Juliet-style’ it would not create an oppressive feature or result 
in a significant increase in overlooking to the neighbouring properties. Therefore having 
had regard to the particulars of the scheme and letters of representation it is concluded 
that the proposal would provide satisfactory standard of residential accommodation and 
amenity and therefore would not be contrary to policy H7 (2) of Selby District Local Plan. 
 
HIGHWAY ISSUES 
 
The Parish Council and local residents’ comments are noted. With regard to parking, a 
total of 4 car spaces (2 per dwelling) would be laid out towards the rear of the site, which is 
the maximum standard stipulated in the Council’s Parking Standards. The provision of 2 
spaces for each of the 2-bedroom residential units is considered acceptable and unlikely to 
result in any parking overspill onto the adjacent highway. There would not be an adverse 
impact on amenity, road safety or emergency access in the surrounding area, or the 
generation of unacceptable overspill of on street parking in the vicinity of the site.   
 
The existing vehicular access to the site would be from Butts Lane and would be the sole 
vehicular access to the new development. It is considered that the proposed dwelling 
would not significantly increase the use of Butts Lane. Therefore it is considered that there 
would be no material increase in the number of vehicles using the existing Butts Lane. It is 
noted that the Highway Authority had no objections to the application. It is concluded that 
on highway safety issues this proposal complies with Policy T1, T2 and VP1 of Selby 
District Local Plan. Consequently the proposal is considered to conform to highway 
standards and would not create conditions prejudicial to highway safety and would not be 
contrary to policy H7 (3) of the Selby District Local Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 



BACKLAND DEVELOPMENT 
The proposal by its very nature would not form backland development and therefore would 
not be contrary to policy H7 (4). 
 
CONSERVATION INTERESTS 
The proposal entails subdivision of an existing dwelling into two flats. The site is not within 
protected sites for nature conservation or is known to support, or be in close proximity to 
any site supporting protected species or any other species of conservation interest. As 
such it is considered that the proposal would not harm any acknowledged nature 
conservation interests and therefore would not be contrary to policy H7 (5). 
 
 
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Refuse storage 
No details of refuse storage have been submitted.  Further details should be requested via 
a planning condition if the application is granted planning permission.    
 
Flood and Drainage 
Given the nature of the proposal, the location of the site and the comments received from 
Yorkshire Water, Environment Agency and the Internal Drainage Board it is concluded that 
the proposal would be acceptable in terms of drainage and flood risk 
 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposal has been assessed against the other Selby District Local Plan policies 
ENV1, H7, GB2, GB4, T1, T2 and VP1, national policy and material considerations 
including third party representations. It has been concluded that the proposed conversion 
would not have an adverse impact upon the neighbouring property or upon the 
appearance of the building itself or upon the appearance of the surrounding area. The 
proposal would provide adequate car parking spaces as stipulated in Appendix 4 of the 
Selby District Local Plan. The principle of the proposed conversion of the single dwelling 
into two separate flats is acceptable. It is considered that the proposed would not have an 
adverse effect on the Green Belt and Locally Important Landscape Area,therefore in 
accordance with Policies GB2, GB4 and ENV15 of Selby District Local Plan and PPG 2. 
 
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. The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out otherwise in complete 
accordance with the approved plans (Ref 865K/06/L/001A received on the 6/11/06) 
and specifications 

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

the development is carried out, in order to ensure the development accords with 
Policy ENV 1 

 
03. Except with the prior written agreement of the local planning authority no construction 

work or demolition shall be carried out, or plant operated other than between the 
following hours: 0800 hours to 1800 hours Monday to Friday, 0800 hours to 1300 
hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays. 

  
 Reason:  
 To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties in accordance with Policy ENV1 
 
04. No development shall take place until details of the provision to be made for the 

storage of refuse have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  The approved details shall be provided before the use hereby 
permitted commences and thereafter shall be made permanently available for use for 
the storage of refuse only. 

   
 Reason:  
 In the interests of the local environment and in accordance with Policy ENV1 of the 

Selby District Local Plan 
  
 
05. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted) Development Order 1995, or any order revoking and re-enacting that 
Order, no additional windows, rooflights or dormers other than those approved under 
this permission shall be inserted in the front and rear elevations without the prior 
written consent of the Local Planning Authority. 

   
 Reason:  
 To protect the amenities of occupiers of adjoining properties and in accordance with 

Policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
06. The development shall not be occupied until the openings in the northern elevation of 

the flats hereby approved have been obscure glazed. The obscure glazing shall 
thereafter be retained for life of the development. 

  
 Reason:  
 To protect the amenities of neighbouring residential occupiers in accordance with 

Policies ENV1 and H7 of Selby District Local Plan. 
 
07. The development hereby permitted shall not commence until a scheme detailing the 

disposal of foul and waste is submitted to and approve in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. Before the development is occupied the works comprising the 
approved scheme shall be completed. The works shall thereafter be retained for the 
lifetime of the development. 

 Reason 



 To ensure the provision of adequate and sustainable means of drainage in the 
interests of amenity in accordance with PPG25.                                                                                                                                
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PARISH: Appleton Roebuck Parish Council 
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Appleton Estates 
Ltd 

VALID DATE: 
 

21 February 2006 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Resubmission of previously withdrawn application no (8/79/190A/PA) for 
the erection of 7no terraced dwellings (following the demolition of existing 
farm buildings) at 

LOCATION: Croft Farm 
Main Street 
Appleton Roebuck 
York 
North Yorkshire 
YO23 7DN 

 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND: 
 
Councillors will recall this application has been before planning committee on two previous 
occasions.  Firstly, on December 15th, where a resolution was passed to grant planning 
permission and again on January 3rd, when it was deferred.  The reason for deferral was 
to enable officers to include further information in a revised report with regard to queries 
raised by Cunnane Town Planning.  The following report aims to address these issues 
and ensure councillors have the necessary information to consider the questions raised.  
This report purely assesses the application for planning permission for seven terraced 
dwellings following the demolition of Croft Farm and outbuildings.  Therefore some of the 
previous information before councillors has been removed and included on the report for 
conservation area consent, which is also included on this agenda. 
 
A resolution by a Planning Committee to grant planning permission is not a formal grant of 
planning permission as such, and the applicant has to wait for the written grant of 
permission to be issued.  There can, therefore, be a period of time between the resolution 
of the Planning Committee and the issue of the decision notice.  Selby District Council 
received in that period of time, in respect of the Croft Farm application, further 
representations from Cunnane Town Planning. 
 
In circumstances where the delegated officer who is about to sign the decision notice 
becomes aware (or ought reasonably to have become aware) of a new material 
consideration then the Authority is required to have regard to that consideration before 
officially determining the application.  
 
In such a situation, the authority of the delegated officer must be such as to require him to 
refer the matter back to committee for reconsideration in the light of the new 
consideration. 
 
The letter from Cunnane Town Planning states that they consider the reasons for approval 
given by the Planning Committee to be inadequate in view of the complex factual and 



policy issues raised in the application.  The questions raised all relate to the principle of 
demolition of the existing buildings as opposed to the suitability of the new scheme.  
Previously, both applications were dealt with using the same report, however, for ease it is 
now considered prudent to submit two separate reports, one for the planning application 
and one for the Conservation Area consent for demolition.  
 
Although the recommendations of this report remain the same, the purpose is to highlight 
the points raised by Cunnane Town Planning, highlight councillors attention to the relevant 
sections of the report and ensure that sufficient consideration has been given to all of the 
questions and issues raised. 
 
Cunnane Town planning raised a number of questions relating to both the demolition of 
the buildings and the redevelopment scheme.  However, for ease of reference the 
questions relating to the planning application are listed below and thereafter inserted into 
the relevant sections of the report. 
 
The letter states that they would expect the District Council to ensure that the summary 
reasons address the following matters: - 
 
1. To what extent did the District Council delineate between Croft View Farm and the 
agricultural buildings behind them? 
 
2. On what basis did the District Council reject recommended reason for refusal 1 
contained in the report? 
 
Councillors are reminded that the recommendations of the report remain the same and 
that should the decision to approve the application remain the same they should be 
satisfied that all of the above have been taken into account and reasons for approval 
given. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
Croft View Farm is located on Main Street, in the heart of Appleton Roebuck.  The site 
consists of a row of three rural cottages, which front directly onto the highway, and various 
farm buildings to the rear. 
 
Croft View Farm is located on the eastern side of Main Street, which has a number of 
properties dating from the 18th and 19th century.  Directly to the north of the site is White 
Lea, which is a detached 19th century property, set within spacious grounds.  The 
property has classical proportions and the exterior has been whitewashed.  To the north of 
White Lea are Croft View Cottages and Rose Hill Cottages.  These properties form a block 
of 5 rural dwellings.  This row of cottages is built from clamp bricks with traditional pantile 
roof, and has simple frontages directly fronting onto the highway.   
 
To the south of Croft View Farm is Holly Bank, which is a large, detached dwelling set 
back from the street.  To the south of Holly Bank is All Saints Church, which is a Grade II 
listed building.   



 
To the West of Croft View Farm are a number of modern detached properties dating from 
the late 20th century.  To the south west of the site is Appleton Roebuck Primary School. 
 
Croft View Farm is situated within the development limits and the Appleton Roebuck 
conservation area as defined by the adopted Selby District Local Plan (2005).  The 
buildings are not listed. 
  
The main building is a two-storey detached cottage fronting onto the highway.  However, 
the building appears as a row of three rural terrace cottages.  The building is constructed 
from brick and has a pitched roof.  The roof is constructed from a mixture of concrete roof 
tiles and pantiles.  The building has a simple fenestration to the front with eight windows 
and three doorways.  Whilst to the rear of the properties there are nine windows and 2 
doorways.   
 
On the northern gable end of the dwelling is a single-storey lean-to structure.  This 
structure is constructed from brick and blockwork and is partly rendered, with asbestos-
sheeting roof.   
 
To the east of the dwelling is a continuous row of outbuildings compromising a steel hay 
barn, a cattle stall, cart shed and machinery store.  The barn is a simple timber-framed 
structure clad in corrugated-metal sheeting.  The cattle stall is a single-storey traditional 
brick farm building.  The cart shed is partially constructed from brick and breeze block with 
an asbestos roof.  The most southerly building is a flat-roof structure clad in asbestos 
sheeting, which was formerly used as a machinery store. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
An application (planning ref: - 8/79/190A/PA) was submitted on the 27th July 2005 for 
eight terraced dwellings, access, parking and ancillary works following demolition of 
existing farmhouse and outbuildings.  The application was subsequently withdrawn 
following adverse comments in relation to the following matters: - 
 
1) Public sewer running through the centre of the site; 
 
2) Risk to endangered species; 
 
3) Separation distances between the mature trees in the garden of Holly Bank and the 
neighbouring property Holly Bank; 
 
4) The limited number of parking spaces; and 
 
5) The lack of private amenity space.   
 
An application for conservation area consent (planning ref: - 8/79/190/PA) for demolition of 
existing farmhouse and outbuildings at Croft Farm was submitted in July 2005.  The 
application was subsequently withdrawn following adverse comments from the 



Conservation Officer in relation to the lack of justification for the demolition of the building, 
and its perceived contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area.   
 
Running concurrently to this current planning application (planning ref: - 8/79/190B/PA) is 
an application for conservation area consent (planning ref: - 8/79/190C/PA) for the 
demolition of existing farmhouse and outbuildings at Croft View Farm.   
 
CONSULTATIONS: 
 
PARISH COUNCIL: 
The Council supports the application for the following reasons: - 
 
1) The construction of small terraced/cottage type dwellings in the village is a much-
needed addition to the housing stock of the village; 
 
2) There is an overwhelming need for smaller units within the village; 
 
3) The design character and setting of the houses benefit and enhance the locality and 
streetscape of the Main Street; 
 
4) The design and character of the houses complement similar cottage designs adjacent 
and elsewhere in the village and contribute to the overall enhancement of the character of 
the conservation area; 
 
5) The positioning of the development improves the sightline for highway purposes, 
especially in relation to the view approaching the school and bend in the Main Street from 
the north; 
 
6) The construction of the development would not affect the setting of All Saints Church, 
which is a listed building, due to distance of the development from the church and the 
screening of the church by the adjacent house and gardens.  
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER: 
 
Following re-consultation it is considered the scale of the buildings and the siting contrive 
to lend the terrace an appearance more in character with a larger, more intensely 
developed settlement.  This would not make a contribution greater or equal to that of the 
existing cottages.  The Conservation Officer does not consider that this would overcome 
the presumption in favour of preservation. 
 
ENGLISH NATURE: 
They are satisfied that a suitable survey was carried out which did not reveal any species 
of bat roosting within buildings that are to be affected by the proposals.  Therefore, based 
on the information provided, English Nature has no objection to the above proposal in 
respect of species especially protected by law. 
 



However, it was identified in the survey report that two areas within the cart shed could 
potentially support a bat roost and that the outbuildings are used by breeding birds and so 
it is the advice of English Nature that the consultant’s recommendation in section 5.3, 5.4 
and 5.5 of his report are made condition of any planning permission.   
 
LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY: 
 
Comments in relation to the planning application for the erection of seven dwellings 
(Planning ref no: - 2006/0198/FUL): -  
The highway authority has failed to respond in writing.  However the Highway Officer Paul 
Howarth states that he has no objections subject to the conditions from the previous 
application being attached to any permission granted.  (I would recommend that if 
Committee were minded to grant permission, that the decision is not issued until the 
Planning Authority receives written confirmation from the Highway Authority.) 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER: 
Recommend conditions are attached to any permission granted in respect of drainage and 
development I proximity to water mains. 
 
TREE AND LANDSCAPE OFFICER: 
The site contains no trees of any value. 
 
There is a tree in the neighbouring garden (Holly Bank) and consideration should be given 
to the clearance between dwellings No.7 and this tree. 
 
He considers the landscaping proposals are not particularly appropriate and would 
suggest a few amendments if the development is to proceed: 
 
A.  Tree species should be Acer Campestre Elsrijk , Pryus Communis or Beech Hill. 
 
B.  The frontage space is clearly very tight, but it would be of benefit to introduce a small 
element of landscaping, possibly Taxus baccata Fastigiata aurea, or Auculta variegata 
should work in the limited space available.  This would provide a degree of softening to 
possibly the only section of building without landscaping in the village.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: 
The site adjoins a residential area and both the demolition and construction work will have 
a detrimental effect on the amenity during redevelopment of the site.  In order to minimise 
disturbance it is vital to agree schemes with contractors and developers prior to the work 
commencing.  They therefore recommend conditions are attached in order to minimise the 
disturbance created to the occupiers of the neighbouring properties.   
 
COMMUNITY SAFETY OFFICER: 
The officer made the following comments: - 
 
1) The parking bays do not appear to be overlooked, therefore could become a crime 
problem; 



 
2) The street lighting layout should be carefully designed to cover all vulnerable areas and 
must not create shadows; and 
 
3) The parking bays should be well lit at night and be subject to good natural surveillance.   
 
THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS: 
 
Two letters of objection from local residents were received with regards to the planning 
application for the erection of seven dwellings (Planning ref no: - 2006/0198/FUL).  They 
make the following points:  
 
1. The proposal attempts to fit too many units onto the site; 
 
2. The massing of the frontages would appear to take out too much of the village 
landscape; 
 
3. They are concerned about the provision of 'piggy back' parking in the northeast 
corner of the site.  This is an area totally visible from, but more particularly intruding into, a 
main bedroom of their house within feet of the northern boundary of the site.  They are 
concerned as to potential vehicle movements at night   
 
4. By virtue of the property's rural location and lack of adequate public transport, it is 
likely that many of the units will be two car households and that there is likely to be a 
propensity for parking on the street.  They would anticipate that on street parking outside 
of the development, being on a bend and close to the village school would be problematic.   
 
5. The existing building makes an important contribution the historic character of the 
village; 
 
Cunnane Town Planning has objected to both applications on behalf of their client Samuel 
Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster). The letter states that: - 
 
They consider the relevant issues to be as follows: 
 
1) The lawful use of the site; 
2)  The Impact of the Proposal upon the Form and Character of the Settlement; 
3) Sustainability; 
4) The Effect upon the Character and Appearance of the Conservation Area; 
5) The Impact of the Proposal upon the Setting of a Listed Building; 
6)  Highway Safety. 
 
1. The Lawful Use of the Site 
 
They consider that the proposal fails to meet criterion 1) of policy H2A and the aims and 
objectives of PPG3 and should therefore be considered inappropriate development given 
that the site does not meet the definition of 'previously developed land'. 



 
2. Impact of the Proposal upon the Form and Character of the Settlement 
 
The proposed new scheme does little to visually enhance the existing quality of the 
surrounding built environment.  They consider there to be a clear intent by the developer 
to cram as much development as possible onto the site; purely in order to obtain the best 
possible returns.  They consider this development to be wholly unsuitable for this plot of 
land and is therefore contrary to Policy ENV1 and Policy H6 of the Local Plan. 
 
3. Sustainability 
 
The proposal does not meet with the requirements of ENV1 of the Local Plan. The village 
of Appleton Roebuck has virtually no local services and poor public transport provision, 
which means that any future occupants of the proposed seven properties will be wholly 
reliant on private cars for access to jobs or services. 
 
4. The Effect upon the Character and Appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 
They consider the scheme would look substantially dissimilar to the existing built 
environment and would alter the overriding character and appearance of the conservation 
area.  The creation of seven dwellings would also result in the loss of an historic 
farmhouse and outbuildings, which are currently in keeping with the surrounding 
townscape and to demolish them would be to the detriment of the conservation area.  
They also consider that the proposed modern development will harm the visual character 
of the area because it has no due regard for the special architectural and visual qualities 
which make-up this conservation area. The obvious prominence of the development will 
therefore detract from views currently enjoyed into and out of the Appleton Roebuck 
conservation area. 
 
5. The Impact of the Proposal upon the Setting of a Listed Building 
 
The proposed development lies within 50m of All Saints Church, which is a Grade II listed 
building.  The development would appear unduly prominent, due to its bulky scale and 
mass encompassing the site frontage, and would detract from the views, which should 
automatically be afforded to All Saints Church. Furthermore, the proposed use of the 
proposed materials would detract from the Church's historic architectural quality and 
would therefore be detrimental to the setting of this important listed structure.  They 
consider that the development would be contrary to policy ENV22 of the Local Plan and 
PPG15. 
 
6.  Highway Safety and Car Parking 
 
They are of the opinion that the proposed car parking layout for the development is 
inadequate and will cause drivers to park their cars on the main highway, restricting 
visibility further. The site already lies on a bend and is congested at certain periods during 
the day, from parents parking on the street when taking their children to and from school.  
They consider this development to be unsuitable for this plot of land and is contrary to 



Policies ENV1, T2 and H6 of the Local Plan as a result of the likely detriment to highway 
safety. 
 
Conclusion 
 
They conclude that this proposal currently before the District Council is unacceptable and 
will cause irreversible harm to the form and character of the village, to the character and 
appearance of the conservation area and to the setting of a listed building. Furthermore 
the development will be detrimental to the safety of highway users. The development is 
therefore contrary to policies ENV1, H2A, H6, ENV22, ENV25, ENV26 and Policy T2 of 
the adopted Local Plan. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
As required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 this 
application must be determined having 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 site is located within the defined development limits for Appleton Roebuck, outside 
the conservation area, the proposed development is therefore considered appropriate in 
principle subject to Policies contained within the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
PROVISION OF NEW HOUSING 
 
Policy H2A of the Selby District Local Plan states that applications for residential 
development will only be acceptable on, 
 
'Previously developed sites and premises within defined Development Limits, subject to 
the criteria in Policies H6 and H7.' 
 
Annex B to PPS3 defines Previously Developed Land as, 
 
‘Previously-developed land is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, 
including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface 
infrastructure.’ 
 
The definition includes defence buildings, but excludes: 
 
Land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings. 
 
The application site comprises both previously developed land and 'greenfield' land.  The 
farmhouse does not have a clearly delineated domestic curtilage, as found on normal 
residential dwellings.  However, the building adjoining the dwellings and part of the area of 
hardstanding to the rear of the building is clearly connected to the farmhouse and would 
reasonably form part of the domestic curtilage to the building.  On this basis one can 



reasonably assume that both the farmhouse, adjoining building and a limited area of 
hardstanding constitute previously developed land as defined in Annex B of Planning 
Policy Statement 3. 
 
However, a large portion of the site, which is currently occupied by the existing farm 
buildings and part of the farmyard, does not accord with the definition of previously 
developed land within the Annexe to PPS3.  Therefore, the proposal fails to meet criterion 
1 of policy H2A and the aims and objectives of PPS3 as the majority of the site falls 
outside of the definition of 'previously developed land'.   
 
Appleton Roebuck is identified within the Selby District Local Plan as a village that is 
capable of accommodating additional growth, therefore Policy H6 must be considered in 
determining this application.  In these areas, 'proposals utilising previously developed 
land, which may include small infilling plots, residential or commercial curtilages and the 
redevelopment or conversion of existing premises, will be acceptable subject to the criteria 
in Policy H6'.  The site is currently occupied by two residential properties and residential 
curtilage; it is therefore considered previously developed land as defined in Annex C of 
PPG3.  Further to this the site has previously been granted outline planning permission for 
residential purposes. 
 
Councillors on the 6th December recommended that development on the whole of the site 
was appropriate, therefore conveying the impression that the whole of the site constituted 
Previously Developed Land and that the redevelopment of the site was acceptable in 
principle. 
 
The letter received from Cunnane Town Planning raises the question of to what extent the 
Council delineated between the farm building and the agricultural buildings to the rear.  
Should the councillors maintain their position that the site is previously developed land, 
clear reasoning should be given as to why the whole of the site is considered previously 
developed land.  If this position is maintained the application must be determined having 
regard to Policy H6. 
 
Policy H6 states that within these areas residential development will be permitted provided 
that the proposal: 
 
1) Is of a scale and design appropriate to the form and character of the settlement or 
immediate locality; 
2) Would provide a satisfactory standard of residential accommodation and amenity; 
3) Would not create conditions prejudicial to highway safety or which would have a 
significant adverse effect on local amenity; 
4) Would not compromise the future comprehensive development of land; 
5) Would not constitute an unacceptable form of backland or tandem development; 
6) Would not harm acknowledged nature conservation interests or result in the loss of 
open space of recreation or amenity value or which is intrinsically important to the 
character of the area; and 
7) Would not be subject to overriding considerations that would render the site 
unsuitable or the development inappropriate. 



 
A mixture of house types and ages define the form and character of Appleton Roebuck.   
To the north of the site along Main Street are a number of small rural cottages i.e. Croft 
View Cottages, and a recently granted residential development at White Lea (planning ref 
no: - 8/79/114C/PA).  To the west of the site, the housing is typical suburban low-density 
housing with streets of a mixture of detached and semi-detached housing.  To the 
immediate north and south of the site are large detached properties set within spacious 
plots.   
 
The proposed scheme would be at a density of some 78 dwellings per hectare.  This is 
above the preferred density of 30-50 dwelling per hectare identified within PPS7.  
However, the density is in keeping with grain of development along the eastern side of 
Main Street, and consistent with the development throughout the district. i.e. blocks of 
rural farm workers’ cottages.    
 
The height of the proposed dwellings are set higher than the similar rural cottages to the 
north, however the ridge height of the properties are slightly less than the neighbouring 
properties. Therefore in terms of scale and massing the proposed development would 
provide a visual bridge between the rural cottages on the northern end of Main Street, and 
the more imposing buildings on the southern edge of Main Street.   
 
The proposed dwellings would have a plain traditional street frontage with uncomplicated 
doorway and window openings, and simple roof pitch. The development would utilise 
traditional and local materials.  The design and architectural details of the proposed 
scheme match those on the older properties along Main Street, in particular Croft View 
Cottages. 
 
Appleton Roebuck is identified within Policy H6 of the SDLP as a village capable of 
accommodating continued sustainable growth, due to the settlement having a reasonable 
service base, or being located relatively close to larger settlements and employment 
opportunities.  The creation of 7 dwellings is classed as a minor development, and 
therefore a sustainable form of development. 
 
Therefore, for the above reasons the scheme is considered to be in keeping with the 
traditional form and character of the village in accordance with Policy H6 of the selby 
District Local Plan. 
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
 
Policy ENV1 states,  
 
'Proposals for development will be permitted provided a good quality of development 
would be achieved.  In considering proposals the District Council will take account of: 
 
The effect upon the character of the area or the amenity of adjoining occupiers;' 
 



As required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 this 
application must be determined having 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 site is located within the defined development limits for Appleton Roebuck, outside 
the conservation area, the proposed development is therefore considered appropriate in 
principle subject to Policies contained within the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
EFFECT ON THE CONSERVATION AREA 
 
The proposed site is located within the Appleton Roebuck conservation area as defined in 
the Selby District Local Plan.  Policy ENV25 states, 
 
Development within or affecting a Conservation Area will be permitted provided the 
proposal would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation 
area, and in particular: 
 
1) The scale, form, position, design and materials of new buildings are appropriate to 
the historic context; 
2) Features of townscape importance including open spaces, trees, verges, hedging 
and paving are retained; 
3) The proposal would not adversely affect the setting of the area or significant views 
into or out of the area; and 
4) The proposed use, external site works and boundary treatment are compatible with 
the character and appearance of the area. 
 
The proposed development includes the demolition of an existing property and agricultural 
outbuildings in the conservation area.  An application for Conservation Area consent for 
the demolition of these properties is also included on the agenda. 
 
The Conservation Officer has been consulted and although recommends refusal of the 
demolition of the existing buildings, raised no objections in principle to a proposed 
redevelopment of the site. 
 
Following the last committee meeting and site visit re-consultation with the Conservation 
officer has taken place and he has confirmed that he considers the proposals to be an 
attractive scheme, however the scale of the buildings and the siting contrive to lend the 
terrace an appearance more in character with a larger, more intensely developed 
settlement.  Due to the inclusion of archways and the height of the properties it is 
considered that the development would have an adverse effect on the Conservation Area 
contrary to policy ENV25 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
  
PROTECTION OF LISTED BUILDINGS 
 
Policy ENV22 states that 



 
‘Development will not be permitted where it would have a detrimental effect on the 
character, fabric or setting of a listed building.’ 
 
Policy ENV22 of the SDLP seeks to protect the setting of All Saints Church, which is a 
Grade II listed building.   The scale and massing of the proposed building would not 
detract from the views of the Church within the streetscene.   The frontage of the building 
would be softened by the landscaping scheme, whilst also reinforcing the southern 
boundary.  This would provide a clear visual delineation between the proposed scheme 
and the listed building.  The proposed materials would be conditioned therefore they 
would be carefully selected to maintain the Church's historic architectural quality and its 
wider setting.   The Conservation Officer made no comments in relation to the effect on 
the listed building.  It is therefore considered that the proposed development is 
accordance to Policy ENV22. 
 
HIGHWAYS SAFETY 
 
Policy T1 states, 
 
'Development proposals should be well related to the existing highway network and will 
only be permitted where existing roads have adequate capacity and can safely serve the 
development.' 
 
PPG 3 states that ' car parking standards that result, on average, in developments with 
more than 1.5 off street car park spaces per dwelling are unlikely to reflect the 
Government's emphasis on securing sustainable residential environments.'  
 
The amount of visitor parking in the proposed scheme is in accordance with recent 
highway studies (Noble & Jenkins (1996) Parking; Demand and Provision in Private 
Sector Housing Development published by Oxford School of Architecture, Oxford Brookes 
University), which states that visits by non residents in cars clustered during evenings and 
weekends and coincided with periods when residents were using cars elsewhere.  They 
state that in a situation where less than half the spaces are unallocated, then extra 0.2 
spaces per dwelling are needed to cope with additional demand generated by visitors.  
 
Therefore the proposed car park layout for the development is adequate.  It is also 
considered that vehicles could enter and leave the site in a safe manner 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
This application is for the redevelopment of the site with seven dwellings in a terraced 
design.  Notwithstanding, the application for demolition of the existing buildings on the 
site, it is considered that the application in terms of design, layout and effects on the 
conservation area and highways safety are considered acceptable. 
 
However, the whole of the application site does not constitute previously developed land 
as defined by Annex C of Planning Policy Statement 3, and does not benefit from any 



presumption in favour of residential development.  The proposed development is therefore 
unnecessary as there is an adequate supply of sequentially preferable sites available for 
residential development within the District. Accordingly, to allow the proposal would be 
contrary to Regional Policy Spatial Strategy 2004, Planning Policy Statement 3, which 
promotes the re-use of previously developed land, as well as policy H2A of the adopted 
Selby District Local Plan (2005), which states that planning permission for residential 
development on Greenfield sites will be refused. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused for the following reasons: 
 
 
 1 The proposed development is partially sited on a 'greenfield' site, as defined by 

Annex C of Planning Policy Guidance Note 3, therefore the site does not benefit 
from any presumption in favour of residential development.  The proposed 
development is unnecessary as there is an adequate supply of sequentially 
preferable sites available for residential development within the District.  
Accordingly, to allow the proposal would be contrary to Regional Spatial Strategy 
2004, Planning Policy Guidance Note 3, which promotes the re-use of previously 
developed land, as well as policy H2A of the adopted Selby District Local Plan 
(2005), which states that planning permission for residential development on 
greenfield sites will be refused. 

 
 2 The proposed development by virtue of its design, siting and scale is considered to 

fail to preserve or enhance the character of the Conservation Area contrary to 
Policy ENV25 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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Resubmission of previously withdrawn application 8/79/190/PA 
Conservation Area Consent for the demolition of existing farmhouse and 
outbuildings 

LOCATION: Croft Farm 
Main Street 
Appleton Roebuck 
York 
North Yorkshire 
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DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND: 
 
Councillors will recall this application has been before planning committee on two previous 
occasions.  Firstly, on December 15th, where a resolution was passed to grant planning 
permission and again on January 3rd, when it was deferred.  The reason for deferral was 
to enable officers to include further information in a revised report with regard to queries 
raised by Cunnane Town Planning.  The following report aims to address these issues 
and ensure Councillors have the necessary information to consider the questions raised.  
This report purely assesses the application for Conservation Area Consent for the 
demolition of the property and outbuildings.  Therefore some of the previous information 
before Councillors has been removed and included on the report for the planning 
application for seven dwellings, which is also included on this agenda. 
 
A resolution by a Planning Committee to grant planning permission is not a formal grant of 
planning permission as such, and the applicant has to wait for the written grant of 
permission to be issued.  There can, therefore, be a period of time between the resolution 
of the Planning Committee and the issue of the decision notice.  Selby District Council 
received in that period of time, in respect of the Croft Farm application, further 
representations from Cunnane Town Planning. 
 
In circumstances where the delegated officer who is about to sign the decision notice 
becomes aware (or ought reasonably to have become aware) of a new material 
consideration then the Authority is required to have regard to that consideration before 
officially determining the application.  
 
In such a situation, the authority of the delegated officer must be such as to require him to 
refer the matter back to committee for reconsideration in the light of the new 
consideration. 
 
The letter from Cunnane Town Planning states that they consider the reasons for approval 
given by the Planning Committee to be inadequate in view of the complex factual and 



policy issues raised in the application.  The questions raised all relate to the principle of 
demolition of the existing buildings as opposed to the suitability of the new scheme.  
Previously both applications were dealt with using the same report, however, for ease it is 
considered prudent to submit two separate reports, one for the planning application and 
one for the Conservation Area consent for demolition.  
 
Although the recommendations of this report remain the same, the purpose is to highlight 
the points raised by Cunnane Town Planning, highlight councillors attention to the relevant 
sections of the report and ensure that sufficient weight has been given to all of the 
questions raised. 
 
For ease of reference the questions relating to the Conservation Area consent for 
demolition are listed below and thereafter inserted into the relevant sections of the report. 
 
The letter states that they would expect the District Council to ensure that the summary 
reasons address the following matters: - 
 
1. Did the District Council accept that Croft View Farm makes a positive contribution to the 
character and appearance of the conservation area, in terms of paragraph 4.27 of 
PPG15?  If not, why not, and for what reasons (if any) did the District Council reject the 
advice of its officers in the report to Committee that Croft View Farm should be regarded 
as "making a positive contribution" in accordance with the criteria stated by English 
Heritage in "Guidance on Conservation area Appraisals (2006)". If so on what basis did 
the councillors consider that the general presumption contained in that advice should not 
be applied in this case? 
 
2. Did the District Council consider that it would be financially unviable for Croft View Farm 
to be restored to residential use, or did the District Council not make a final determination 
of this issue?  If so, on what basis? 
 
3. What view (if any) did the District Council form as to each of the considerations set out 
in paragraph 3.19 of PPG15? 
 
4. Did the District Council take the view that Croft View Farm had been deliberately 
neglected in the hope of obtaining consent for demolition (a matter discussed in the officer 
report), and if not why not? 
 
5. What view did the District Council form as to the acceptability of the proposed 
replacement buildings in terms of paras 4.27 and 3.19 of PPG 15? 
 
Councillors are reminded that the recommendations in this report remain the same as set 
out in the report to committee on 6th December 2006 and 3rd January 2007.  Should the 
decision to approve the application remain the same they should be satisfied that all of the 
above has been taken into account and succinct reasons for approval given. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
 



Croft View Farm is located on Main Street, in the heart of Appleton Roebuck.  The site 
consists of a row of three rural cottages, which front directly onto the highway, and various 
farm buildings to the rear. 
 
Croft View Farm is located on the eastern side of Main Street, which has a number of 
properties dating from the 18th and 19th century.  Directly to the north of the site is White 
Lea, which is a detached 19th century property, set within spacious grounds.  The 
property has classical proportions and the exterior has been whitewashed.  To the north of 
White Lea are Croft View Cottages and Rose Hill Cottages.  These properties form a block 
of 5 rural dwellings.  This row of cottages is built from clamp bricks with traditional pantile 
roof, and has simple frontages directly fronting onto the highway.   
 
To the south of Croft View Farm is Holly Bank, which is a large, detached dwelling set 
back from the street.  To the south of Holly Bank is All Saints Church, which is a Grade II 
listed building.   
 
To the West of Croft View Farm are a number of modern detached properties dating from 
the late 20th century.  To the south west of the site is Appleton Roebuck Primary School. 
 
Croft View Farm is situated within the development limits and the Appleton Roebuck 
conservation area as defined by the adopted Selby District Local Plan (2005).  The 
buildings are not listed. 
  
The main building is a two-storey detached cottage fronting onto the highway.  However, 
the building appears as a row of three rural terrace cottages.  The building is constructed 
from brick and has a pitched roof.  The roof is constructed from a mixture of concrete roof 
tiles and pantiles.  The building has a simple fenestration to the front with eight windows 
and three doorways.  Whilst to the rear of the properties there are nine windows and 2 
doorways.   
 
On the northern gable end of the dwelling is a single-storey lean-to structure.  This 
structure is constructed from brick and blockwork and is partly rendered, with asbestos-
sheeting roof.   
 
To the east of the dwelling is a continuous row of outbuildings compromising a steel hay 
barn, a cattle stall, cart shed and machinery store.  The barn is a simple timber-framed 
structure clad in corrugated-metal sheeting.  The cattle stall is a single-storey traditional 
brick farm building.  The cart shed is partially constructed from brick and breeze block with 
an asbestos roof.  The most southerly building is a flat-roof structure clad in asbestos 
sheeting, which was formerly used as a machinery store. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
An application (planning ref: - 8/79/190A/PA) was submitted on the 27th July 2005 for 
eight terraced dwellings, access, parking and ancillary works following demolition of 
existing farmhouse and outbuildings.  The application was subsequently withdrawn 
following adverse comments in relation to the following matters: - 



 
1) Public sewer running through the centre of the site; 
 
2) Risk to endangered species; 
 
3) Separation distances between the mature trees in the garden of Holly Bank and the 
neighbouring property Holly Bank; 
 
4) The limited number of parking spaces; and 
 
5) The lack of private amenity space.   
 
An application for conservation area consent (planning ref: - 8/79/190/PA) for demolition of 
existing farmhouse and outbuildings at Croft Farm was submitted in July 2005.  The 
application was subsequently withdrawn following adverse comments from the 
Conservation Officer in relation to the lack of justification for the demolition of the building, 
and its perceived contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area.   
 
Running concurrently to this current planning application (planning ref: - 8/79/190C/PA) is 
an application for planning permission (planning ref: - 8/79/190B/PA) for the 
redevelopment of the site with seven dwellings. 
 
 
CONSULTATIONS: 
 
PARISH COUNCIL: 
The Council supports the application for the following reasons: - 
 
1) The construction of small terraced/cottage type dwellings in the village is a much-
needed addition to the housing stock of the village; 
 
2) There is an overwhelming need for smaller units within the village; 
 
3) The design character and setting of the houses benefit and enhance the locality and 
streetscape of the Main Street; 
 
4) The design, and character of the houses complement similar cottage designs adjacent 
and elsewhere in the village and contribute to the overall enhancement of the character of 
the conservation area; 
 
5) The positioning of the development improves the sightline for highway purposes, 
especially in relation to the view approaching the school and bend in the Main Street from 
the north; 
 
6) The construction of the development would not affect the setting of All Saints Church, 
which is a listed building, due to distance of the development from the church and the 
screening of the church by the adjacent house and gardens.  



 
BUILDING CONTROL: 
 
Due to the nature of the proposal Building Control were consulted to make comments in 
relation to the condition of the building: -  
 
The Building Control officer feels that the building appraisal and report submitted by the 
applicant is a fairly accurate description of the condition of the building. 
 
The buildings show signs of settlement and ongoing movement, a total underpinning of 
the foundations would be the only permanent solution.  Large areas of the walls have frost 
damage, due no doubt from the lack of damp proof coursing evidenced internally by areas 
of damaged plaster.  The arches and lintels over the windows and door appear to have 
failed or moved.  The roof covering is loose and the timbers appear to be overspanned 
possibly due to damage/rot. 
 
In conclusion probably 80% of the external walling would need to be rebuilt, after 
underpinning, in addition to major works to bring the insulation values up to current 
standards.  The ground floor will require replacing to level them, introduce a damp proof 
membrane and insulation. 
 
The first floors are also not level and they appear to have suffered from wet rot in some 
places, requiring attention/ replacing.  The roof requires replacement. 
 
The Building Control Officer considers the building to be unsuitable for conversion both 
from a practical and financial point of view.   
 
Comments in relation to applicants costings: - 
 
The Building Control Officer takes the figure of £138/ft sq to be at the top of the scale, but 
within reasonable bounds, dependent on the quality of the works being carried out.   
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER: 
 
Comments dated the 23/2/06: - 
 
The existing cottages are simple, almost vernacular buildings, which were built prior to 
1851 as is evident from being identified on the 1851 edition of the Ordnance Survey map. 
 
Few buildings in Appleton Roebuck are listed for their architectural interest.  The 
conservation area was designated principally to protect the simple, traditional dwellings 
and associated outbuildings, which make up the settlement in addition to their setting, 
boundary features, and sites of archaeological importance.  
 
Consequently, the cottages at Croft View Farm make a positive contribution to the 
character of the conservation area.  Section 72 of the Planning (listed buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act places a duty on the Council to pay special attention to the 



desirability of preserving or enhancing the character of the conservation area.  Para 4.27 
of PPG15 states there should be a general presumption in favour of retaining the building 
which makes a positive contribution, and that proposals for demolition should be assessed 
against the same criteria as proposals to demolish listed buildings (paras 3.16 - 3.19).  
(the merits of the alternative schemes for redevelopment may also be considered , 
particularly where buildings make little or no contribution to the character of the area.) 
 
At Para 3.19 (PPG15), three criteria are set out: - 
 
i) Condition of the building, and the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to 
its importance; 
 
ii) The adequacy of efforts to retain the building in use.  This should include the offer 
of the building (unrestricted freehold) on the open market; 
 
iii) The merits of the alternative scheme. 
 
The Conservation Officer’s response to these is as follows,  
 
i) Has not been adequately addressed by the overview of the condition, which has 
been submitted; 
 
ii) Nothing has been submitted to address this point (the outbuildings to the rear of the 
site, and the part-demolished plain fronted single storey building to the side of the 
cottages make no special contribution to the conservation area); 
 
iii) Whilst this is undoubtedly an attractive scheme, the scale of the buildings and the 
siting contrive to lend the terrace an appearance more in character with a larger, more 
intensely developed settlement.  This would not make a contribution greater or equal to 
that of the existing cottages.  The Conservation Officer does not consider that this would 
overcome the presumption in favour of preservation.   
 
 ENGLISH NATURE: 
They are satisfied that a suitable survey was carried out which did not reveal any species 
of bat roosting within buildings that are to be affected by the proposals.  Therefore, based 
on the information provided, English Nature has no objection to the above proposal in 
respect of species especially protected by law. 
 
However, it was identified in the survey report that two areas within the cart shed could 
potentially support a bat roost and that the outbuildings are used by breeding birds and so 
it is the advice of English Nature that the consultant’s recommendation in section 5.3, 5.4 
and 5.5 of his report are made condition of any planning permission.   
 
LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY: 
No objections  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: 



The site adjoins a residential area and both the demolition and construction work will have 
a detrimental effect on the amenity during redevelopment of the site.  In order to minimise 
disturbance it is vital to agree schemes with contractors and developers prior to the work 
commencing.  They therefore recommend conditions are attached in order to minimise the 
disturbance created to the occupiers of the neighbouring properties.   
 
THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS: 
The immediate residents were consulted by letter, and a site notice was erected.  An 
appropriate notice was also published in the local newspaper.   
 
Two letters of objection were received in relation to the conservation area consent 
(planning reference no.  2006/0214/CON): - 
 
1) The existing buildings make an important contribution the historic character of the 
village; 
 
2) The cottages are important 18th century buildings.  They were until recently lived in and 
should be preserved for what they are; 
 
3) If the buildings were to be built, the area around the back is fairly narrow.  It would not 
allow much space for the parking of vehicles or play areas for children.  The road site is 
not a safe place to park as it is close to the village and a sharp bend, which leaves 
visibility restricted; 
 
4) The buildings are in good condition; 
 
5) The houses were built in the vernacular age, and there aren't many houses left in the 
village of this style;   
 
6) These buildings should be preserved not demolished;   
 
Cunnane Town Planning has objected to both the applications on behalf of the client 
Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster). However, despite reference to Policy ENV26 
there is no specific comments regarding the demolition of the properties. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
As required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 this 
application must be determined having 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 PRINCIPLE OF THE DEMOLITION OF THE BUILDING, AND ITS REPLACEMENT 
WITH THE PROPOSED NEW SCHEME. 
 



The aim of designating Appleton Roebuck Conservation Area is to preserve the special 
architectural or historic character or appearance.  Conservation area designation 
introduces additional control over the demolition of buildings.  This is important due to 
many unlisted buildings often making important contributions to the quality of the 
townscape.  Conservation area consent is therefore required for the total or substantial 
demolition of unlisted buildings within conservation areas.  This enables a proper 
assessment of the effect of demolition on the character and appearance of the 
conservation area.   
 
LOCAL POLICY 
 
Applications to demolish all or part of a building in the conservation area must be 
determined with regard to Policy ENV26 of the Selby District Local Plan.  Policy ENV26 in 
the adopted Selby District Local Plan (2005) seeks to ensure that no buildings of historic 
or architectural merit are demolished within the conservation area without due 
consideration and justification. 
 
Policy ENV26 states, 
 
‘Within Conservation Areas proposals for the total or substantial demolition of buildings or 
features which make a positive contribution to the special architectural or historic interest 
of the area will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that: 
 
1) The building or feature is incapable of beneficial use; and 
2) Its removal and subsequent redevelopment of the site would benefit the character 
and appearance of the area.  Consent for demolition will only be granted where prior 
approval has been given for redevelopment of the site and a building contract has been 
let. 
 
The applicants have provided information regarding to the condition of the building to 
highlight its incapability to be re-used.  However, no information showing a marketing 
exercise has been submitted.  An application for the redevelopment of the site is also 
included on the agenda and recommended for refusal.  Therefore it is not considered that 
a suitable scheme for redevelopment is available and the application is considered 
contrary to Policy ENV26 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
NATIONAL POLICY 
 
Para 4.27 of PPG15 states there should be a general presumption in favour of retaining 
the building which makes a positive contribution, and that proposals for demolition should 
be assessed against the same criteria as proposals to demolish listed buildings (paras 
3.16 - 3.19). 
 
Paragraph 4.26 of PPG15 states, 
 
In exercising conservation area controls, local planning authorities are required to pay 
special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance 



of the area in question; and, as with listed building controls, this should be the prime 
consideration in determining a consent application. In the case of conservation area 
controls, however, account should clearly be taken of the part played in the architectural 
or historic interest of the area by the building for which demolition is proposed, and in 
particular of the wider effects of demolition on the building's surroundings and on the 
conservation area as a whole. 
 
Para 4.27 of PPG15 states: -  
 
'The general presumption should be in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive 
contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area.' 
 
Although PPG15 gives no guidance on the distinction of a building that makes a positive 
contribution, English Heritage in 'Conservation Area Practice: English Heritage Guidance 
on the Management of Conservation Areas' (October 1995) identifies ten criteria by which 
the significance of an unlisted building in a conservation area should be judged. 
 
Question 1 of the letter from Cunnane Town Planning makes specific reference to this 
document and the weight in which it was given.  It is therefore recommended that should 
Councillors maintain their view, they consider the following when reading the guidance 
below: 
 
1. Does the property make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area. 
2. If not, why not? 
3. On what basis is it considered that the criteria contained in the following guidance 
should not be applied in this case. 
 
The relevant guidance states that, 
 
"In English Heritage's view, any of these characteristics (in the list of ten) could be the 
basis for considering that a building makes a positive contribution to the special interest of 
a conservation area, providing that the historic form and values have not been seriously 
eroded by unsympathetic alteration."  
 
The following are the four criteria, which it is considered warrant a basis for providing that 
the buildings make a positive contribution to the Appleton Roebuck Conservation Area. 
 
2) Has the building qualities of age, style, materials or other characteristics, which reflect 
at least those of substantial number of the buildings in the conservation area? 
 
The building is of similar age and style to a number of rural cottages along Main Street, 
most notably Croft View Cottages, and reflects the local vernacular.  
 
4) Is it a reminder of the gradual development of the settlement in which it stands, or of an 
earlier phase of growth? 
 



The building is a clear illustration of the original grain of development, and a reminder of 
the village's rural roots.  
 
7) Does it reflect the traditional functional character of, or former uses within the area? 
 
The building reflects the traditional functional rural character of Appleton Roebuck, and the 
former uses within the area. 
 
9) Does it contribute to the character or appearance of the conservation area? 
 
The Conservation Officer considers that the building does contribute to the character and 
appearance of the conservation area. 
 
It is therefore considered that four of the ten points could be used as a starting point for 
assessing if the buildings make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area. Should 
Councillors maintain their recommendation they should be satisfied that if any of the afore 
mentioned criteria are relevant, although forming a basis for considering that the buildings 
make a positive contribution, it is not considered that there is sufficient evidence to 
develop that starting point. 
 
In accordance with Paragraph 4.27 of PPG15, paragraph 3.19 sets out three tests to 
assess an application for the demolition of a building in a Conservation Area, these are: 
 
i) The condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its 
importance and to the value derived from its continued use; 
 
ii) The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; and 
 
iii) The merits of the alternative proposal for the site. 
 
Questions 2,3,4 and 5 raised in the letter by Cunnane Town Planning all relate to 
guidance contained in Paragraphs 4.27 and 3.19 of PPG15.  This guidance is highlighted 
below and it is recommended that Councillors address all three points and are satisfied 
that the proposal satisfies these tests. 
 
i) The condition of the building, the cost of repairing and maintaining it in relation to its 
importance and to the value derived from its continued use; 
 
Two reports have been submitted by the applicant, a building appraisal by Robin Hall 
Associates and a Building Survey Report by CNP. 
 
The building appraisal deals with the main dwelling.  Robin Hall Associates considered 
that the outbuildings due to their poor construction do not offer themselves to any future 
conversion.   
 
The report concludes that whilst the front elevation of the main building appears in good 
condition, the building does have some serious structural defects to the rear and gable 



walls, problems with damp and issues with the condition of existing timbers.  It says that 
the cost of rectifying these faults would be considerable and involve a fair degree of 
rebuilding to the rear and sides of the property.  Additionally, the internal layout would 
require considerable adjustments to meet today's technical requirements and living 
arrangements.  They conclude that the building would not form a good basis for 
refurbishment and should be dismantled. 
 
The Building Survey report was carried out by Chris Booth a Chartered Surveyor.  It 
concluded that the buildings are substantially dilapidated and in their opinion are 
incapable of being repaired or refurbished to today's standards at anything approaching 
an economical cost. 
 
They go on to say that the building would require completely underpinning, re-roofing 
including new roof joists, major repairs to the brickwork, new windows and other joinery, 
complete rewiring and re-plumbing, a damp-proof course and damp-proof membrane to 
the ground floor, all existing timbers removed, and replaced by new roof joists and floors, 
re-plastering, new heating system and insulation.  The current walls are unlikely to give 
the necessary insulation values required, and therefore an inner skin would need to be 
installed, reducing further the available internal living space.  Their considered opinion is 
that building should be demolished. 
 
A costings and viability statement was also prepared by CNP.  They estimate a budget for 
completing the works of £138/ft sq exclusive of professional fees and VAT (if applicable).  
These are estimated to be in the order of 12.5% for a project of this nature for project 
management, architects, structural engineers and services consultant fees.  The report 
concludes that even excluding land costs, a refurbishment scheme is not viable. 
 
It is estimated that the cost of renovation would equate to £184.97 per square foot.  A 
report from Stephensons Estate Agent based on conversion to two semi-detached 
dwellings gives an estimated value of £182.42 per square foot.  Therefore showing a 
proposal that renovation is financially unviable. 
 
A number of unfavourable assumptions appear to have been made both in relation to the 
condition of the buildings and the extent of works required to rectify them. There is for 
example no justification for the assertion made in the CNP report that the entirety of the 
building requires re-pointing, and, without evidence that there is ongoing and active 
differential settlement caused by a failure of the foundations that cannot be rectified by 
less intrusive works to the building, there is not a case for underpinning. 
 
There is insufficient information provided in the structural report to come to a firm 
conclusion of what work is needed, and thus how much it will cost.  Neither has the 
Planning Authority received any assessment of the costs of demolishing the buildings and 
redeveloping the site in order to compare the financial differences between the two. 
 
It is important to note that paragraph 3.19i of PPG 15 states: 
 



"In rare cases where it is clear that a building has been deliberately neglected in the hope 
of obtaining consent for demolition, less weight should be given to the costs of repair" 
 
The buildings have been under the ownership of the applicant since 1997 and the 
Planning Authority is not aware of any attempts to bring the buildings back into use in the 
recent past, and no evidence has been submitted by the applicant of any repair or 
maintenance works.  The Planning Authority understands the building has been vacant for 
a number of years. 
 
Councillors should ensure that they are satisfied both a redevelopment scheme is 
financially viable and that Croft Farm has not been deliberately neglected to ensure 
consent for demolition would be granted. 
 
ii) The adequacy of efforts made to retain the building in use; 
 
PPG 15, paragraph 3.19ii states: 
 
"The Secretaries of State would not expect (listed building consent) to be granted for 
demolition unless the authority is satisfied that real efforts have been made without 
success to continue the present use or to find compatible alternative uses for the building. 
This should include the offer of the unrestricted freehold of the building on the open 
market at a realistic price reflecting the building's condition (the offer of a leasehold only, 
or the imposition of restrictive covenants, would normally reduce the chances of finding a 
new use for the building);"  
 
It is considered that the applicant has not demonstrated that there have been any efforts 
to retain the buildings in their existing use, and there is no evidence of any marketing of 
the building in accordance with the above guidance.  Until further evidence of a marketing 
exercise has been submitted it is not considered that this application is able to comply with 
this test.  Although the applicant has shown that the financial viability of developing two 
semi detached dwellings is not appropriate it has not been marketed for alternative 
options (including non-residential) to be shown. 
 
The applicant has submitted a statement by North Yorkshire County Council (Highways), 
in which they object to a scheme for the retention of the cottages, and the creation of four 
more dwellings on the site.  However this is of little relevance in this case, as the plan is 
for the intensification of the use of the site, not the reuse of the existing dwellings. 
 
Councillors should therefore ensure that they are satisfied that effort has been made to 
retain the building in its existing use. 
 
iii) The merits of the alternative proposal for the site; 
 
The Secretary of State considers that subjective claims of the architectural merits of 
replacement buildings should not in themselves be held to justify the demolition of 
buildings in conservation areas.   
 



Whilst the Planning Authority appreciates the views of the Parish Council in terms of the 
benefits of the scheme in regards to achieving a greater housing mix within Appleton 
Roebuck, the creation of market housing cannot be considered as a substantial direct 
benefit to the community. 
 
The proposed scheme is being considered as a separate application on the agenda, 
therefore this criteria is subject to approval of that application. 
 
It is considered that the conservation area consent for the demolition of Croft View Farm 
should be refused as the cottages make a 'positive contribution' to the conservation area 
(i.e. it falls within four of the English Heritage Criteria), and the proposal fails in terms of 
the three factors set out in PPG15. 
 
However, should Councillors be minded to maintain their support for the application they 
should be satisfied that the following has been fully considered: 
 
1. Does Croft Farm make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area? 
2. If not, why not? 
3. Why has the guidance from English Heritage not been applied? 
4. Is it considered that it is unviable to restore the property to residential use? 
5. Is it considered that the property has been neglected to ensure consent is given for 
demolition? 
6. Are Councillors satisfied that attempts have been made to retain the use of the 
building? 
7. Do Councillors consider the proposed replacement buildings are acceptable? 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Croft View Farm is considered to be a building, which makes a 'positive contribution' to the 
conservation area (i.e. it falls within four of the English Heritage Criteria).  Therefore in 
accordance with PPG15 the presumption should be in favour of retaining the building.  
The applicant has failed to meet the three factors set out in PPG15, as they have not 
adequately demonstrated that the cottages cannot be viably retained, or that the building 
is incapable of beneficial use.  The proposed scheme does have some merits, however 
this does not outweigh the irreversible and unacceptable harm the demolition of the 
building would have on the character and appearance of the conservation area. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused for the following reasons: 
 
 
 1 The demolition of Croft View Farm would result in the loss of a building which 

makes a positive contribution (i.e. it meets four English Heritage criteria 1995) to 
Appleton Roebuck Conservation Area to the detriment of the area's character and 
appearance.  The applicant has not satisfactorily demonstrated that the building 
cannot be retained, and has failed to provide evidence that the property has been 



marketed at a realistic price reflecting the building's condition.  Therefore the 
proposal is contrary to Planning Policy Note 15, which seeks to retain buildings 
which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the 
conservation area, and to Policy ENV26 of the adopted Selby District Local Plan 
(2005). 

 
 2 Due to the lack of an acceptable replacement scheme for the site, it is considered 

that the application provides insufficient justification for the demolition of a building 
which makes a positive contribution to the conservation area contrary to Policy 
ENV26 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/32/62D/PA 
2006/1573/FUL 

PARISH: Gateforth Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mackinder Farms VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

5 December 2006 
 
30 January 2007 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Resubmission of previously withdrawn application no 8/32/62B/PA for 
conversion and minor alterations to redundant agricultural buildings to 
form tourism/holiday visitor accomodation, with minimal alterations to one 
modern agricultural building to allow equine use 

LOCATION: Burton Hall Farm 
Gateforth New Road 
Gateforth 
Selby 
North Yorkshire 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This application is to be determined by the Planning Committee as a result of a request 
from a Councillor, on the grounds that the proposal is an important farm diversification 
scheme. It is also important to the area and its economy. 
 
The application seeks planning permission for the conversion of redundant agricultural 
buildings to form tourism/holiday visitor accommodation (seven units), and alterations to 
one agricultural building to allow equine use. The applicant’s supporting information states 
that the equine use would be for the use of those people staying in the holiday 
accommodation. 
 
This application is a resubmission of previous application ref: 8/32/62B/PA which was 
withdrawn following officer concerns over the proposal. The original proposal sought 
permission for conversion to seven units for holiday accommodation, but was applied for 
concurrently with a separate application for ten timber-clad holiday cabin-style units on an 
adjoining site. That application was also withdrawn. 
 
The site consists of various existing redundant agricultural buildings, including an 
abandoned agricultural dwelling to the rear of the site. The applicant’s farmhouse exists to 
the front/west of the site. The site is bounded by a bund to the north, general overgrown 
foliage to the south, and is otherwise surrounded by open fields. To the north-west is a pair 
of semi-detached cottages, known as Burton Hall Cottages. 
 
The proposal would create the following: 
-  1 x 1 bedroom property. 
- 3 x 2 bedroom properties. 
- 3 x 3 bedroom properties. 
- 1 tack room, 1 feed store, and 10 loose boxes for equestrian use. 
 
History: 
 



2006/0318/FUL - Conversion of existing agricultural buildings to form tourism/holiday 
accommodation and conversion of grain store to ten loose boxes, tack/store room and 
feed store for equine use – application withdrawn. 
 
2006/0319/FUL - Erection of ten timber cabins for tourism and leisure use – application 
withdrawn. 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
PARISH COUNCIL: No comments received within the allotted time. 
  
YORKSHIRE WATER: No comments received within the allotted time. 
 
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY: No objections, but the comments made in our previous 
response are applicable. The comments were that the Environment Agency would require 
an application for consent to discharge effluent from this site under the provisions of the 
Water Resources Act 1991, the percolation test results submitted appear to be satisfactory 
to enable discharge of effluent via soakaway, and that  there should be no discharge of 
foul or contaminated drainage from the site into either groundwater or any surface waters, 
whether direct or via soakaways. These were all advisory notes, of which the applicant has 
separately been informed. 
 
DRAINAGE BOARD: The Board has no observations on the application. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: Although no previous industrial use has been identified, this 
land has previously been used for agricultural purposes and as such there is a potential 
that the land could have been contaminated with fuels/oils, asbestos, heavy metals, and 
pesticides/herbicides amongst other contaminants. Recommend conditions are in relation 
to contamination and mitigation measures. 
 
HIGHWAYS AUTHORITY: Required further details regarding passing bays, and whether 
the applicants will ensure that only the new point of access/egress is used by 
holidaymakers staying at the complex. No such details had been received at the time of 
writing this report. Councillors will be updated on this matter verbally at the Committee 
meeting. 
 
COUNTY ECOLOGIST: No comments received within the allotted time. 
 
YORKSHIRE WILDLIFE TRUST: No comments received within the allotted time. 
 
NATURAL ENGLAND: No comment to make on this application  
 
LOCAL RESIDENTS: A site notice was placed near to the site, and letters sent to 
neighbouring properties. Twelve letters of support have been received from residents and 
businesses of Brayton, Gateforth, Selby, Burn, Thorpe Willoughby, Church Fenton, and 
Hambleton. The letters contained the following comments: 
- The proposed redevelopment and regeneration of derelict farm buildings for the purpose 
of rural pursuits is an excellent and much needed facility in the area. 
- Bringing more people into the Selby area can only be good for local economy. 
- It may bring people and horses from further afield who could stay locally and stable their 
horse for a leisure break and a bit of a ‘horsey’ competition. (local livery yard). 
- The application is an excellent idea to utilise unused farm buildings. 



- The location is ideal  for those who enjoy walking, cycling, horse riding and playing golf, 
and for anyone wishing to enjoy a rural atmosphere. 
- The facilities at the golf course could be available to tourists on a temporary membership 
basis (Selby Golf Club). 
- The new entrance would be very welcome in the interest of safety for the golf club and its 
members. 
- This development would give us an opportunity to tender for work (contracting business) 
and to have a maintenance contract for the upkeep of the holiday accommodation. 
- More holiday accommodation would bring increased trade to my business and others in 
the locality (butchers). 
- The application would be beneficial to our business such as our farm shop and the farm 
(farm shop in Thorpe Willoughby). 
- This enterprise will bring welcome trade and support for the tourist industry in the Selby 
area. It is well located to attract visitors. 
- The proposal will create jobs and work for local craftsmen and women. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that "if regard is 
to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under 
the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District 
comprises of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humberside (published on 1 
December 2004), the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No3) (adopted in 1995) 
and the Selby District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005). 
 
The site lies within an area designated as open countryside within the Selby District Local 
Plan. The proposal should therefore be considered against policies ENV1, DL1, EMP8, 
RT9, RT11 and T2 of the Selby District Local Plan. Planning Policy Statements (PPS) 1 
and 7, and the Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism are also considered to be 
relevant. The main issues to be taken into account are as follows: 
 
i) Principle of the development 
ii) Character and form, and impact on the countryside 
iii) Residential amenity 
iv) Highway issues 
v) Sustainability 
 
i) Principle of the development 
Policy RT11 of the Selby District Local Plan relates to proposals for tourist 
accommodation, and states that proposals outside of the development limits should 
involve the reuse of an existing structurally sound building which is suitable for its 
proposed function, without major rebuilding or adaptation, and should not have an adverse 
effect on amenity or highway safety. 
 
Policy RT9 relates to facilities for keeping horses, and seeks to ensure that development 
would not impact upon the character of the rural environment, would be sited a reasonable 
distance from the nearest dwelling, and would not detrimentally impact upon amenity or 
highway safety. 
 
The site is located within open countryside, outside of development limits. Planning Policy 
Statement 7 (PPS7) states that Local Planning Authorities should support the provision of 



other forms of self-catering holiday accommodation (other than caravans and chalets) in 
rural areas where this would accord with sustainable development objectives. PPS7 also 
states that the re-use and conversion of existing non-residential buildings for this purpose 
may have added benefits, e.g. as a farm diversification scheme. 
 
The Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism (May 2006) states that proposals for 
tourism should provide well-designed, safe and accessible development, and reduce the 
need to travel. 
 
The proposal involves the conversion of existing former agricultural buildings, which are 
mostly brick built and appear to be capable of conversion without rebuilding. The plans 
submitted by the applicant do not indicate any areas of substantial rebuilding, alteration or 
addition. 
 
The proposed equestrian use, would also involve the use of an existing building, and 
would not therefore impact upon the character and appearance of the area. 
 
The proposal would therefore appear acceptable in principle. However, the site is located 
a considerable distance from any facilities, and from the nearest villages of Brayton and 
Gateforth. The proposal, by virtue of its location, and a lack of public transport services 
within close proximity, would involve all visitors using their private vehicle, therefore 
conflicting with sustainability objectives. This is discussed later in this report, but the 
proposal is considered to be unacceptable in terms of sustainability. 
 
ii) Character and form, and impact on the countryside 
The buildings to be converted are all in existence and it is not proposed that they be 
extended. The car parking for the units is contained within the site, which is well 
developed. It is therefore considered that the proposal would not impact upon the 
countryside any more than the existing built form does at present. 
 
Policy RT11 advises on serviced and non-serviced tourist accommodation, and states that 
such uses would be permitted provided that the development would make use of an 
existing structurally sound building which is suitable for its proposed function without major 
rebuilding or adaptation. The proposal involves the conversion of existing agricultural 
buildings, which appear to be solid brick built structures. The submitted plans show no 
rebuilding of the existing structures. 
 
The reuse of the buildings would ensure the preservation of traditional style agricultural 
buildings within a rural area, and would not result in the addition of new buildings that may 
be detrimental to the openness and character of the countryside. However, the proposal 
involves numerous new openings that would detract from the traditional appearance of the 
buildings. The applicant has been asked to submit amended plans, reducing the new 
number of openings. No amended plans had been submitted at the time of writing this 
report. Councillors will be verbally updated on this matter at the Committee meeting. 
 
iii) Residential amenity 
The proposal would result in the main access point adjacent to the existing dwelling being 
used for traffic associated with the proposed use. However, it is not anticipated that all 
visitors to the site would arrive and leave at the same time. Therefore the impact of traffic 
noise upon the existing dwelling would be unlikely to be substantial. The only other nearby 
dwellings (Burton Hall Cottages) are sited approximately 21m from the proposed access, 
and therefore would also not be affected by the proposal. 



 
The nearest building to be converted, to the existing dwelling would be 21m from the 
dwelling. It is considered that the proposal would not therefore impact upon the amenity of 
the residents of the existing dwelling by virtue of overlooking or overshadowing. 
 
iv) Highway issues 
An existing access exists to serve the existing dwelling and the existing nearby Burton Hall 
Cottages. The proposal involves the creation of a new initial access point from Gateforth 
New Road, which would join the existing access at a point approximately 80m from the 
road. 
 
The County Highway Officer has assessed the proposal and has requested the following 
information from the applicant: 
- How the applicants intend to ensure that only the new point of access would be used by 
holidaymakers staying at the complex. 
- Whether passing places would be placed along the access. 
- Proposed traffic calming and warning signage. 
- Service vehicle turning facilities to be provided within the site, together with segregated 
pedestrian facilities. 
 
This information had not been provided at the time of writing this report. Councillors will be 
updated on this matter verbally at the Committee meeting. 
 
v) Sustainability 
Planning Policy Statement 7 (PPS7) states that Local Planning Authorities should support 
the provision of other forms of self-catering holiday accommodation (other than caravans 
and chalets) in rural areas where this would accord with sustainable development 
objectives. 
 
The Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism (May 2006) states that proposals for 
tourism should provide well-designed, safe and accessible development, and reduce the 
need to travel. 
 
The site lies a significant distance from nearby settlements, with no facilities nearby such 
as a regular bus service, shop, public house etc. The applicant has submitted the following 
justification in terms of sustainability: 
- Brayton offers various facilities. 
- There is a public house in Burn 1.25 miles away. 
- Selby is within 3 miles of the site, Leeds is 25 miles away, Hull is 37 miles away, 
Doncaster 19 miles, and York 16 miles. 
- There are bus links in Brayton to the wider area. 
- Selby Golf Club is 450m away, and it has been confirmed that visitors to the tourist 
accommodation can use the Golf Club facilities. 
 
The applicant has referred to pubs and shops in Brayton and Burn that visitors to the site 
could use. However, without using a car, these services are only easily accessible by 
using unlit footpaths/ bridleways. The fact that these services, in particular pubs, are only 
accessible along dark country paths would be likely to further encourage people to use a 
private car to access them. 
 
The applicant has stated that milk and other dairy products are currently delivered, and 
would be continued to be delivered to the farm. The applicant has also stated that meat, 



vegetables and bread are delivered to the nearby golf club, and that ‘it is anticipated that 
suppliers would be pleased to call at the farm to extend their service’. 
 
Overall it is considered that the site is not in a sustainable location, and that the proposal 
would result in a minimum of seven private vehicles being used at the site when full. 
 
The proposal does not accord with sustainable development objectives, and is therefore 
considered to be unacceptable and contrary to the aims of Planning Policy Statement 7: 
Sustainable Development in Rural Areas. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposal whilst considered to be acceptable in terms of the impact on residential 
amenity, is considered to be located in an area with no available service base, no public 
transport, and unlit paths and road for pedestrian access to nearby villages. The proposal 
would therefore result in an increase in the use of private cars from the site within an 
unsustainable location. The proposal is considered to be unsustainable, and contrary to 
the provisions of Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development, and 
Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas. 
 
The impact of the proposal upon the highway, and in terms of character and form will be 
further assessed upon the submission of amended plans. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Refused  
for the following reasons: 
 
 
01. The site is located in a rural area with no local facilities, and no evidence has been 
submitted to justify a need exists for holiday accommodation in this location.  The 
application is therefore considered to be contrary to the aims and objectives of Sustainable 
Development as set out in PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development) and PPS7 
(Sustainable Development in Rural Areas).  All these policies advocate development to be 
within or close to urban areas and locations accessible by means of transport other than 
the private car. 
 
 
 
 
 







  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/73/608/PA 
CO/2003/1275 

PARISH: Tadcaster 

APPLICANT: 
 

The Environment 
Agency 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

20 October 2003 
 
 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Construction of new flood defences and raising of existing adjacent to 
both sides of the 

LOCATION: River Wharfe 
Bridge Street 
Tadcaster 
North Yorkshire 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This planning application was submitted in October 2003 and a related application for 
Listed Building Consent was submitted in May 2004.  
Statutory publicity and advertisement was carried out. Representations were received.  
A dialogue began between the applicants and a third party.  
The dialogue drew to a close in November 2006.  
The principle of the proposed scheme is considered satisfactory. However there are some 
aspects of it which officers have reservations about.  
The purpose of this report is to ascertain whether the Committee shares those 
reservations.  
If so, it is recommended that both applications be deferred for further discussions with the 
applicants.  
  
The application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES). The ES has a Non-
Technical Summary, which is reproduced as Appendix A to this report.  The Table of 
Contents of the ES is reproduced as Appendix B. The purpose of the ES is to evaluate the 
environmental implications of the preferred option for a Flood Alleviation Scheme (FAS) for 
the River Wharfe in Tadcaster. 
         
The proposed scheme is a combination of clad sheet piling, walls and earth embankments, 
which is intended to provide 1 in 100 year standard of protection. 
 
The main components of the scheme are described below.  Throughout this report Left 
and Right Banks are defined as if looking downstream. 
 
DETAILS 
 
Proposed Defences Upstream of Tadcaster Bridge 
 
(1)Reach: Wise Owl (left bank) 
The embankment at the upstream end would be raised in height.  A 2m high brick clad 
reinforced concrete wall, length approximately 45m, with a reconstituted stone coping is 
proposed to replace the existing hedge bounding Mill House.  Around the Wise Owl 
warehouse, a brick clad reinforced concrete wall founded on mini piles would surround the 
perimeter of Wise Owl warehouse.  This would have a pre-cast concrete coping.  Access 



to the public footpath between Wise Owl and Mill House would be maintained through a 
floodgate.  All existing outfalls along the left bank would be flapped with non-return valves.  
Some of the tree cover near Mill Lane would be removed. 
 
(2)Reach: Sainsbury’s (formerly Safeways) (left bank) 
A reinforced concrete wall would be built along the riverside perimeter of a proposed 
development adjacent to Sainsbury’s. This would be approximately 80m in length.  The 
development has not yet been built but has been granted planning permission.  The wall 
would be stone clad with a natural stone coping and would be up to 2m high on the 
riverside face (0.65m high on the landward face).  There is an existing area of sheet piled 
defence upstream of the bridge, which would be raised using reinforced concrete clad in 
brick with a reconstituted stone coping.  Immediately upstream of the bridge, a new stone-
clad reinforced concrete wall would be built with a reconstituted stone coping, tying into the 
new bridge abutment.  This wall would be 4.4m high at its highest point but would 
decrease to 2m at a distance of 20m from the bridge. 
 
(3)Reach: St Mary's (right bank) 
The existing embankment tying into the Monument mound would be raised in height by 
approximately 1m.  A new sheet piled wall, approximately 1m high and 200m in length, 
clad in brick with a reconstituted stone coping is proposed along the line of the existing 
embankment on the right bank.  A new gravel footpath would run on top of the 
embankment behind the new wall.  Stone steps and a floodgate would be incorporated into 
the wall to maintain access to the riverbank.  At the bridge the wall would be tied into the 
bridge abutment.  The last 6m of the wall would be constructed from reinforced concrete to 
avoid sheet piling adjacent to the bridge, which would risk damaging the structure. 
 
A board detailing the history of the ancient monument and a bench would be reinstated on 
completion of the works. 
 
Proposed Defences Downstream of Tadcaster Bridge 
 
(4)Reach: Bus Station (left bank) 
A new sheet piled wall, clad in brick with a reconstituted stone coping would run along the 
top of the left bank, approximately 30m.  This would be 0.8m high and would tie into a new 
embankment at the downstream end.  This would be approximately 0.5m high along the 
riverside edge of the car park, becoming 3m high as it returns round the Sewage Pumping 
Station and would be approximately 200m in length.  At the upstream end the wall would 
tie into the bridge abutment.  The section adjacent to the bridge would be constructed from 
brick clad reinforced concrete to avoid sheet piling adjacent to the bridge, which would risk 
damaging the structure.  Stone steps would maintain access to the riverside.  The existing 
tree belt adjacent to the car park, which is some 75m-80m long and 20m wide, would be 
removed entirely. 
 
(5)Reach: Wharfe Bank (right bank) 
A brick clad reinforced concrete wall, around 20m in length, with a reconstituted stone 
coping would tie into the bridge abutment on the downstream side.  A new sheet piled wall 
would replace the existing wall that runs adjacent to Wharfe Bank Contractors.  A new 
embankment would be constructed next to the car park downstream from here.  The trees 
alongside the first 20m from the bridge would be removed, as would some in the vicinity of 
the car park embankment. 
 
(6)Reach: Tadcaster Albion (right bank) 



At the football ground, a reinforced concrete brick clad wall with pre-cast concrete coping 
would be built along its west and south perimeter boundaries.  This would be 
approximately 150m in length.  A floodgate would be incorporated into the wall to maintain 
access to the football ground car park.  This would be left open normally and shut only 
when a flood warning is received.  The 55m belt of trees alongside the SE corner of the 
ground would be removed entirely. 
 
(7)Reach: Brewery (right bank) 
Sheet piling, painted black with black steel channel coping, would be erected around the 
outskirts of the large Samuel Smith's Brewery yard (approximately 1m high and 130m in 
length) and a small ramp would be constructed on John Smith's Brewery yard.  The ramp 
would be approximately 300mm high.  In addition to this, an area of kerb around John 
Smith's Brewery perimeter would be raised. 
 
(8)Reach: Crane (right bank) 
An earth embankment, approximately 100m in length and 2.3m high, would protect the 
cottages from flooding from Tadcaster Ings to the east, whilst a brick clad sheet piled wall 
to the rear of the properties would prevent them flooding from the direction of the football 
ground to the west.  Adjacent to the river, a new reinforced concrete wall, brick clad with a 
reconstituted stone coping is proposed through the garden of Crane House.  This would be 
approximately 0.8m high and 30m in length. 
      
(9)Reach: Beech (left bank) 
An earth embankment, approximately 30m in length, is proposed to protect properties 
around Beech Close.  This would tie into the existing stone and brick wall to the east of the 
properties.           
 
(10)Tadcaster Bridge 
 A separate application for Listed Building Consent (8/73/608A/PA) has been made for the 
following works: 
 
 The bridge parapets would be strengthened by installing reinforcing rods, known as 
Cintec Anchors.  The coping-stones would be removed, and a series of holes drilled 
vertically into the parapets.  Steel rods, would be inserted into the holes, grouted in 
position, and the coping-stones replaced.  The strengthening works would not be visible on 
completion.  
 
One of the flood relief arches, which is currently almost totally blocked, would be closed off 
permanently due to the wall alignment. 
 
The bridge would also be partially re-pointed, and sediment that has built up in the flood 
relief arches would be removed.  The arches are out of the normal flow of the river.  As 
part of the scheme, it is also possible that works would be required in the river beneath the 
bridge to protect the bridge against scour. 
 
Reinforced concrete walls clad in brick with reconstituted stone copings would tie-in to the 
corners of the bridge.  
 
Vehicle Movements – It is estimated that these would be around 30 per day, which total 
9000 for the 60-week construction period.  This is for all movements including deliveries, 
movement of plant, labour, materials and staff to and from the place of work during the full 
working day. 



 
Time on Site – Work is expected to continue for approximately 60 weeks in total for the 
whole of the area.  The duration of works along each reach would vary between 3 and 12 
months. 
 
Transport and Storage – The proposed arrangements are that the main compound area 
would be situated at Mill Lane adjacent to Sainsbury’s.  There would be localised 
compound/storage areas at Crane Cottages, Tadcaster Albion car park and Robin Hood 
Yard.  This would lead to a temporary loss of parking.  Areas would be reinstated on 
completion. 
     
Access Routes for Construction Traffic - Mill Lane would be used to gain access to the Mill 
Lane area and the Wise Owl Reach. Wharfe Bank Terrace would allow access to Wharfe 
Bank.  For works to Tadcaster Albion, Crane Cottages and the brewery, access would be 
via New Lane. The bus station car park and adjacent field would allow access to Beech 
Close and works next to the car park on the left bank. Access to Hood Yard and St. Mary's 
Church would be via Bridge Street. 
 
Alternative Options Considered - The applicants state that as part of the feasibility study 
for the Tadcaster Flood Alleviation Scheme, alternative options were considered.  These 
included: 
 
Do nothing and Do minimum.  These options were rejected by the applicant on the 
grounds that there would be continued significant impacts on properties, businesses, 
farmland and amenity areas from flooding. 
 
Opening up bridge arches and re-profiling of bridge arches and exits.  This was found by 
the applicant to have minimal effect in reducing water levels upstream of the bridge. 
 
Removal of shoal downstream of weir.  This was rejected by the applicant because it 
would be ineffective in preventing flooding and would damage fish spawning grounds. 
 
Dredging the river.  This was found by the applicant to have minimal effect on flooding and 
was also considered to be environmentally damaging to the ecology of the river. 
 
Upstream Flood Storage.  No sites capable of storing sufficient volumes are considered by 
the applicant to be available. 
 
Combinations of the above 
 
A smaller scale defence-raising scheme was considered where the scheme does not 
extend to the Brewery and Crane Cottages.  This is considered by the applicant to be 
economically viable, but less so than the proposed scheme.  
 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
TOWN COUNCIL: 
Members made the following points in November 2003:  
 
More entry points on the riverbank;  
Paths not wide enough;  



Planting needed to soften the view  
In May 2004, they stated that they had no objections to the application, were disappointed 
to hear the scheme had been put back to 2008, and would like to see the plans go ahead 
before then. 
 
ENGLISH HERITAGE (EH): 
 
EH stated in December 2003 that they: 
 
"have been broadly supportive of the defence systems proposed.  We have some 
reservations over some elements however and are very concerned about the impact which 
the proposed wall alongside the church will have on the appearance of the conservation 
area and the setting of listed buildings, especially the church and the castle, a scheduled 
ancient monument. 
 
Tadcaster is an important historic settlement.  It is tight knit in form having developed 
mainly along one bank of the river yet it largely turns its back on the river, thereby creating 
a rural appearance when viewed from the old bridge.  The historic core of the town has 
remained rural in its appearance on the approach from the bridge and we consider it 
imperative to retain this rural look at this point. 
 
In terms of the physical appearance of the proposed flood defence system we have been 
keen to secure banking rather than walling but have accepted that in the vicinity of 
Safeways and the new housing scheme, walling will prevail.  We accepted this on the 
basis that the 'Safeways' bank of the river is less sensitive than the 'church' bank and that 
this bank has been developed for other uses in recent years and its rural appearance has 
largely been lost.  We have also accepted that between the bridge and the A64 (the Bus 
Station and Wharfe Bank reaches), a mixture of barriers will respond to the mixture of 
locations. 
 
However, we continue to be concerned by the proposed wall along St Mary's reach.  We 
have consistently expressed a preference for a turfed bank in order to maintain the rural 
green and open appearance of the church bank.  We remain unconvinced that the 
management of the banking cannot be carried out safely.  The row of trees must be 
retained.  The walling option would dominate this open reach of the river and would 
adversely affect the setting of the church, a Grade II* Listed Building.  We object to this 
aspect of the application. 
 
Regarding the archaeology affected by the scheme, we continue to be concerned by the 
potential damage to waterlogged remains in the St Mary's reach area.  We refer you to 
para 6.2.2. of the Archaeological Assessment and advise that we consider sheet piling to 
be unsuitable here.  We have continued our discussions with the Environment Agency 
over the opportunity for enhancement of the castle area.  This is a Scheduled Ancient 
Monument and we welcome the Agencies' enthusiasm for enhancing the site and 
improving interpretation.  An application for Scheduled Monument Consent is now with us. 
 
Turning to other more minor matters.  We have reservations over the appearance of the 
proposed triangular coping, which we consider will look incongruous.  We consider that the 
design should repeat the profile of the coping stone to the bridge, a Grade II Listed 
Building and handsome structure which adds character on arrival in the town. 
 



In summary we are supportive of much of this proposal but are not supportive of the wall 
along St Mary's reach and consider that a more visually appropriate and less harmful 
solution would be to defend this bank with a raised bank." 
 
In May 2004 EH stated that: 
 
"You will be aware the initial scheme proposed a raised bank along the River Wharfe 
embankment adjacent to the church.  We were supportive of this as we considered that 
the setting of the church would be best maintained by a 'green' defence, given the open 
and rural setting which this bank of the river enjoys.  The current proposal proposes a wall 
along this embankment, which we consider, will damage the setting of both the church and 
the town generally.  We have been disappointed by the inability of the applicant to pursue 
the 'green' embankment option and continue to consider that the wall will be damaging to 
Tadcaster's townscape. 
 
For the remainder of the scheme, it is clear that further evaluation and assessment is 
required to understand fully the potential impact on the archaeological deposits." 
 
NYCC (HIGHWAYS): 
Recommends conditions to require a Transport Assessment, mitigation measures and 
protection of the Public Right of Way. 
 
CONSERVATION AREA ADVISORY COMMITTEE: 
Whilst accepting the benefits that such a scheme would confer in terms of flood protection, 
members were in no doubt that the proposal would severely harm the pleasant, rural 
character of the riverbank between the road bridge and the viaduct, and erode its 
important contribution to the character of the conservation area.  In particular the height 
and uniformity of the wall were criticised, introducing a strongly urban feature into a rural 
vista.  The application should be refused.   
 
ENGLISH NATURE: 
Advised that it has no objections provided that all bat roosts identified in the ES are 
surveyed and all ecological mitigation measures are implemented, and that these are 
conditions of any planning permission. 
 
YORKSHIRE WILDLIFE TRUST: 
No objections, but express concern that: Measures other than the building of higher walls 
would have been welcomed, e.g. wash lands, woodland planting, sustainable urban 
drainage, changes in agricultural practice; Further water vole surveys and mitigation 
should be carried out before work commences because April is an inaccurate time for a 
survey. 
 
NORTH WHARFE INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD: 
No objections. 
 
RAMBLERS ASSOCIATION: 
Footpaths are covered in the Environmental Action Plan.  The RA assumes that they will 
be re-instated. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER: 
Recommends a condition to prevent any buildings within 6.5m of the centre line of the 
sewer which crosses the site. 



 
NYCC (ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES): 
The County Archaeologist's preliminary comments, dated December 2003, are that he has 
no objections in principle.  He recommends a condition regarding the implementation of a 
programme of archaeological works as well as reserved matters consideration of the final 
design of drainage and piling when further information is available. 
 
He also wishes the applicant to be informed that the scheme will need to accommodate 
the archaeological interest within the application area, and liaison with the County 
Archaeologist should be continued. 
 
The Ecological Assistant raises no objection to the proposal but requests that the following 
concerns are addressed in order to safeguard the ecological interests of the site: 
 
Castle Hill SINC: chestnut pale fencing around the boundary needs to be in place 
throughout the works. 
 
Otters: further consultation with the Water for Wildlife Project is required.  Night-time work 
should be avoided altogether.  Removal of bank-side scrub should be limited and new 
scrub replanted. 
 
Birds: pleased that tree felling would be outside the nesting season; or that it would be 
preceded by a nesting bird survey.  Would be useful to monitor the Sand Martin colony on 
Tadcaster Ings to identify any indirect effects. 
 
Bats: there are potential bat roosts which would be affected.  A survey is needed before 
work commences.  If evidence of bats is found the timing of the works may need to alter 
and a license required.  Bat bricks should be incorporated into the bridge.  Bat boxes 
should be low toxicity. 
 
Loss of Mature Trees: only 30 mature trees would be lost within the Conservation Area.  
They are spread across the site.  Replanting would take time to mature and the areas are 
limited because of the flood defence structure.  Felled timber may be used to create 
habitats.  Mature trees should be checked for bats just prior to removal and, if found, 
appropriate action should be taken. 
 
Pollution in the watercourse: there is a risk in the form of concrete, oil and other lubricants.  
The impacts could potentially be quite high because the works are so close to the water.  
Little information is given except that the EA will produce a method statement. More 
information is required 
 
Long-Term Management: the main concern is that there is no reference to long-term 
monitoring of the impacts and of the mitigation proposals.  Some more information would 
be useful. 
 
PRINCIPAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER: 
No objections in principle.  Requests a condition be imposed requiring a scheme covering 
days/hours of operation, access routes, noise and dust control measures. 
 
CONSERVATION OFFICER: 



Area to east of road bridge: No objection to this part of the proposed works, since it 
preserves the contribution this area makes to the character of the conservation area and 
will not intrude unduly into the views of the more rural area beyond. 
 
North bank west of road bridge: there are already extensive flood defence features in the 
proximity of the bridge, which lend a strongly urban character.  Further west there is a 
much more rural appearance.  These important elements will be maintained by the 
proposed works. 
 
South bank west of road bridge: a particularly sensitive part of the conservation area.  A 
crucial component is the green spaces between the built frontage and the riverbank and 
the natural appearance this imbues.  Views northwest offer a delightful rural picture, 
terminated by the listed viaduct. The proposed wall introduces a strongly linear built 
feature within the views, which is more urban and will diminish the river, its banks and the 
built heritage as a single integrated entity. This causes significant harm to the character of 
the conservation area and should not be approved. 
 
PARKS AND TREES OFFICER: 
Comments will be reported verbally. 
 
At a PUBLIC MEETING in June 2004 to discuss Urban Renaissance in Tadcaster 
attended by about 30 people, the following points were made:  
 
The flood defences need to be more than just a wall.  
The flood wall should be landward of the riverside path, so river is still visible from path.  
More riverside walks.  
Riverside park (properly maintained).  
Pedestrian lighting the riverside walk.  
Dredging the river to increase flow and capacity.  
 
NEIGHBOURS 
The application has been advertised in the Press and on site in a number of locations in 
accordance with statutory requirements under Listed Buildings and Conservation Area 
Regulations, and as an application accompanied by an Environmental Statement. 
Immediate neighbours were consulted by letter. 
 
A resident of Wharfe Bank Terrace has no objection provided that financial compensation 
for the loss of use of part of the front garden is agreed in advance of any works. 
 
Tadcaster Albion FC objects because under the new plans extra water would enter the 
ground.  This could cause a problem that may be the end of the town's football club. 
 
Cunnane Town Planning (CTP), on behalf of Sam Smith's Old Brewery (SSOB), objects to 
this application because it does not consider that in its current state it represents the best 
flood solution for the town. SSOB does, however, remain a supporter in principle of the 
Environment Agency's aims in providing flood protection to Tadcaster. 
 
Its concerns, in letters dated 28/11/2003 and 23/07/2004, are that: 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): Does not contain the correct and sufficiently 
detailed information to enable the environmental effects of the proposal to be assessed. 
The flood plain has been reduced, therefore, flood levels would rise.  The EIA does not 



describe which properties or issues would be affected by this. Ponding might occur. It is 
not clear how the EIA study area has been arrived at. No assessment has been made of 
the cumulative impacts of other schemes. No explanation has been given of how the levels 
of impact significance have been determined. 
 
 
Protected Species: The EIA's method of considering impacts on individual species by 
distinguishing between different schedules in the Habitats Directive is incorrect. A judge 
has found (R V Cornwall County Council, ex parte Hardy, 2001) that any impact on a 
protected species must be considered to be significant.  The EIA has only carried out the 
preliminary stage of a bat survey.  Potential roosts were identified.  To establish whether 
these are of significance to breeding bats it is necessary to check during May-September.  
The judge found that a Local Planning Authority (LPA) cannot grant planning permission 
until the surveys which would provide the data for a detailed evaluation of the bat interest 
and the significance of any impact have been completed. Little information is presented on 
the other European species present.  Without it, any decision by the LPA would be open to 
legal challenge. The impacts of the "temporary works" have not addressed. More details of 
the loss of trees, and of replanting, is required. The surveys which have been carried out 
would be of little relevance in 2008/9 when the works were implemented. 
 
Tadcaster Conservation Area: The EA refers to "the detailed design stage".  This is a full 
planning application.  Adequate information should be provided now to enable the details 
to be assessed. 
 
Wise Owl: The information regarding tree loss is only indicative.  Specific trees should be 
identified. 
 
Mill Lane: Banks with a consistent and unvarying level will be alien to the natural quality of 
the riverbank.  Some undulation in the top and the profile will help to avoid a contrived and 
engineered appearance - better for the setting of Listed Buildings and the Conservation 
Area. It is not clear whether the wall at Section L6 on the submitted plans would be clad in 
brick or stone. Sections L5 and L6 are inaccurate.  A full elevation is required in this area 
of the scheme. SSOB is concerned as to tree loss from the re-grading, and its working 
area. Ground levels on riverside of wall are not shown on L2.  It is unclear if any 
replacement planting would occur at L3. 
 
Tadcaster Bridge: The main issue is the detailed design and materials chosen for the flood 
defence wall proposed to adjoin the bridge.  Proposal is for a wall clad in engineering 
brick.  Could natural stone copings be extended to the bridge? There is insufficient 
information to assess the visual impact of the protection wall on the bridge.  SSOB is 
concerned that the proposal will detract from the Conservation Area and the setting of a 
Listed Building. The large area of small-scale brickwork, plus bringing the wall towards the 
river, is overbearing and inappropriate.  The proposal is contrary to ENV24. The loss of 
Archway 7 has unknown ecological consequences, and denies public access.  Push the 
wall back, regrade and landscape the land, retain the archway and provide a stone 
stairway with floodgate. Removable flood defence barriers could be used to temporarily 
heighten the parapet. The proposal would be rigidly horizontal.  The wall and bank would 
create a totally artificial environment devoid of character.  The proposals would have a 
negative impact, and would detract from the Conservation Area and the setting of the 
Listed Buildings. The wall cuts off the river from the town.  Create a vantage point?  
Wrought iron steps are inappropriate. This area is visually ill-considered and unresolved in 
terms of landscape, the setting of the listed building, and human interaction.  A purely 



engineering solution is inadequate. A brick wall with reconstituted stone coping will be 
totally inappropriate in this sensitive location, where any structure must recognise the 
scale and dignity of the detailing and materials of the bridge. Natural stone will be an 
appropriate material for both wall and coping stone. 
 
Bus Station Reach: Black wrought iron steps will appear out of character, in what is 
essentially a natural area. Will trees be replaced by at least an equal number? A uniform 
bank height, with a uniform pitch would result in an artificial appearance and would detract 
from the Conservation Area, especially with so many trees removed. A reinforced concrete 
wall, clad in stone would cause minimal disruption to flora and fauna.  It would generally 
follow the car park boundary without encroaching into the established landscaping, which 
is an effective screen to the fields beyond. It would also result in 300 fewer HGV 
movements during construction. It would have a lesser visual impact on the river corridor, 
the surrounding open countryside and from within the car park.  The key benefit is the loss 
of far fewer trees. By the time this embankment reaches L14 it has achieved considerable 
width and necessitates the loss of a considerable number of trees.  These trees contribute 
enormously to the setting of the Conservation Area.  Investigation of alternative means of 
protection seems worthy of consideration.  Should a bank be the only realistic option, its 
pitch and height should vary. 
 
St Mary's Reach: A permanent flood defence wall on top of the existing bank would 
materially harm the outlook of this area. The uncompromisingly horizontal emphasis 
created by the proposed barrier wall makes too dominating an impact on the rural 
environment.  It is exacerbated by being on the horizontal base line of the grassy 
embankment coupled with the construction in brick, which will appear mechanical and 
unsympathetic and will weather less naturally than stone.  Reconstituted stone coping will 
add further strong horizontal emphasis and will not weather down, as would natural stone. 
Should a wall be the only means of providing a flood barrier its design should be 
reconsidered.  Stone would be a more sympathetic material.  The horizontality could be 
reduced by raising the bank height and undulating it where it abuts the wall on the 
riverside of it.  Some planting could further reduce its impact. On the town side a similar 
device could be used, and a wider footpath and seating areas could be introduced.  Stone 
steps could be used rather than cast iron, which is totally out of place. Is there a need for 
two parallel walkways - against the church boundary and on top of the bank?  Why not 
relocate seats from halfway up the bank to the top and possibly grass over the lower 
walkway and form a shallower and more natural slope? The flood defence is essential.  
The creation of a walkway along the riverbank is appropriate, but a gravel path is a 
minimal contribution to the quality of life of the town.  Visual harm to the environment must 
be prevented.  Bearing in mind the special importance of the Conservation Area, the 
prominence and popularity of the location, the setting of Listed Buildings and an Ancient 
Monument, the proposal should actually contribute to the quality of the area.  The 
townspeople are making considerable efforts to enhance their environment.  The 
proposals should not undermine these efforts. Policies ENV22 and ENV25 are relevant. A 
more appropriate form of flood protection could be provided in this area. A demountable 
defence system in tandem with raising the river-bank (to a 1 in 50 years protection level) is 
a viable alternative to a permanent wall.  In the event of a 1 in 100 year flood, 
demountable aluminium barriers could be installed along this line to hold back the 
additional waters.  It takes 4-6 hours to erect.  The additional costs (£90k) compared to the 
overall scheme cost should be considered a benefit compared to the overall visual 
appearance of this stretch.  These features have been used successfully elsewhere. 
 



Tadcaster Albion Football Club: We suggest a re-alignment of the works around the car 
park.  A brick wall with reconstituted stone will detract from the setting of the bridge. An 
alternative flood defence line would save a large number of mature tress which screen the 
industrial plant, and the football ground could be provided with an attractive wall at no 
extra cost to the Environment Agency. 
 
Urban Renaissance: At a public meeting strong views were put forward to reduce the 
visual input of the flood defence scheme in the St Mary's Church area. 
 
Conclusions: We have highlighted key issues, which require further clarification before 
determining this application.  We have proposed alternatives, which should have been 
considered as part of any EIA and incorporated within the proposals as the best 
development option. The Brewery does not object to the principle of flood defence works 
and supports the Environment Agency in developing proposals.  Notwithstanding the 
above, it is our view that sufficient levels of protection can be achieved (1 in 100 year 
protection) with a less harmful and more appropriate scheme of works throughout 
Tadcaster. 
 
In further letters, dated 20/10/2005 and 02/10/2006 CTP re-iterates its view that the 
applicants’ ES remains incomplete and lacks sufficient detail for the District Council to 
consider the applications in their current position. CTP is concerned that the ES does not 
adequately address cumulative impacts, nor is it possible to understand the method used 
to determine the significance of impacts. Insufficient bat survey work has been undertaken, 
meaning that the potential adverse effects on these protected animals cannot be assessed 
before the applications are determined. 
 
 CTP considers that the Council must consider if it will leave itself open to legal challenge if 
the application is determined at this juncture in the light of this. 
 
In addition the Council should consider whether the information submitted by the 
applicants on the proposed treatment of existing invasive weeds upstream of the bridge is 
of satisfactory standard to determine the application. CTP considers that the application 
should be refused as having insufficient information to enable the Council to properly 
assess the possible environmental impacts, and the scheme therefore being contrary to 
E.C. Directive 85/337. CTP advises deferring the application to undertake appropriate bat 
surveys, assess likely impacts, and draw up adequate mitigation measures.  
 
CTP also states that their investigations into the proposal to erect a permanent concrete 
wall have concluded that a less harmful and financially comparable alternative 
(demountable defences) could be achieved with further work. Some costings and flood 
event analyses, and references to various meetings between CTP and the Environment 
Agency on these subjects, are submitted in support of these propositions. CTP considers 
that the application, in particular the building of a proposed concrete wall, would have a 
long-term profound effect on this part of Tadcaster. In its current form CTP considers it 
harmful, and not the best flood defence solution for the town. 
 
The applicants' response to the matters raised by SSOB is: 
 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA): The Agency has responded at length to SSOB's 
concerns about the content of the ES. A rise of 70mm at Newton Kyme would not flood 
any property upstream. The Agency agrees that post-scheme water levels would be 
raised, but they would not stay up for longer. We have liaised with the Council and would 



install sumps in their drains to allow surface water to be pumped into the river during times 
of flood. Peak flows downstream would increase by less than 1% and this negligible effect 
would be dissipated by the extensive flood plains downstream of the site. The cumulative 
impact of the Mill Lane scheme was assessed.  It will have none.  The need to assess any 
other of SSOB's developments was not considered necessary because they will not have 
a cumulative impact on the scheme. Levels of impact significance have been determined 
following standard Agency internal guidance for EIAs.  
  
Issues Related to Protected Species: The Agency has considered all protected species.  
We have assumed bullhead fish will be present, and the scheme has been designed 
accordingly. We have carried out a preliminary bat survey and will carry out a more 
detailed survey closer to the time of construction.  Any survey carried out now would be 
out of date by the time of the planned construction in 2008/2009.  All surveys will be 
repeated prior to construction and comply with relevant legislation at the time.  
  
Impact on trees and other vegetation has been assessed.  Figures 4.5 and 4.6 detail tree 
loss, and replacement positions.  
  
Tadcaster Conservation Area: We have provided adequate information.  
  
Wise Owl: We will work with SSOB as necessary.  
  
Mill Lane: Undulating banks are not proposed.  The crest will be fixed at 11.2m AOD.  It is 
not Agency policy to create undulating flood defences due to health and safety 
considerations when carrying out maintenance. Section L6 will be stone clad. Sections L5 
and L6 are accurate. Regrading works can be carried out to include some undulation as 
requested. Ground levels on the river side of L2 will be the same as on the landward side.  
 
Tadcaster Bridge: Samples will be submitted to SDC Planners if required. Reconstituted 
stone copings are being specified due to their lower cost over natural stone.  They have 
been used successfully on other flood defence schemes. We agree it would be preferable 
to allow the wall adjacent to the bridge on the left bank to curve away from the river.  This 
would mean raising the historic parapet, and would not be desirable or permitted.  
Demountable defences would require foundations, and need to be attached to the bridge 
parapet, which would require strengthening.  We were not able to come up with an 
unobtrusive, non-destructive way of achieving this. Arch 7 is only 400-500mm high and it is 
therefore not possible to use it as an access. Arch 6 is above normal water level and 
provides access. The Agency will provide stone steps for fishermen, subject to a 
satisfactory risk assessment. Brick cladding is proposed for the wall at L10.  Reasons have 
previously been given. A wall and embankment is preferable to a large earth embankment, 
which would take up most of the riverbank. A floodgate through the wall is proposed.  
Steps can be constructed from stone rather than wrought iron.  
  
Bus Station Reach: Stone steps are now proposed. Any trees removed will be replaced by 
a greater number. The bank around the car park curves and undulates, but is fixed in 
slope and elevation.  This is because ride-on mowers used for maintenance are not 
designed to cope safely with fluctuating dimensions. Consideration was given to building a 
wall around the car park rather than an earth embankment, but the cost was significantly 
higher.  
 
St Mary's Reach: The wall option versus embankment was put to the Planning Committee, 
which unanimously preferred a wall. Demountable defences were considered, but 



discounted. They have been used successfully where there is a flood warning time of 1-2 
days. Tadcaster has only 2-3 hours before knowing with reasonable certainty that the 
defences are going to be over-topped.  Agency Operations staff would have to travel to the 
site, then construct the defence - which would take 3-4 hours following their arrival at 
Tadcaster.  On the face of it, demountable defences sound ideal, but the logistics would 
not permit.  
  
Tadcaster Albion F.C: The proposals have been re-evaluated following SSOB's 
submissions.  They have been amended following consultation with TAFC. The wall now 
meets the brewery boundary once the extent of the cellars has been passed.  It follows the 
club's property boundary on the east side. This will not cause any further tree loss. Section 
R7 is brick clad for reasons already explained.  The foundation is required for structural 
stability.  
  
Urban Renaissance: We have consulted very widely.  
  
A revised technical note detailing the methodology carried out for the Bat Survey has also 
been submitted.  It states that a suitably qualified ecologist carried out the survey.  It 
concludes that: (1)  
No actual roosts were discovered, therefore it is advised that no DEFRA bat licence is 
needed in  
 
Order to undertake site clearance for construction work; (2) 5 trees with some potential for 
bat roosting were recorded.  If the scheme is to affect these then removal should be in the 
presence of a licensed bat worker in particular months.  Two bridges and a length of 
brickwork were also potential roosts.  Work on them should be carried out in the same 
months, and English Nature notified if bats are found. Mitigation is suggested in the form of 
bat boxes, tree replanting, and minimising damage to hedge lines. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative effects would occur if there were other developments in 
the same area with similar residual impacts, or an accumulation of more diffuse effects 
over a wider area. There are no other known developments that would affect water levels 
in the vicinity of the site, other than Sam Smith’s near Sainsbury’s. Consultations with 
relevant parties have not revealed any significant proposed developments that would have 
similar residual impacts to the Tadcaster FAS, nor did they reveal any other major 
construction works that would coincide with the FAS. There will not be significant diffuse 
effects over a wider area. We are confident there will not be any significant cumulative 
effects as a result of the FAS.  
Surveys: In the “Cornwall” case the applicant failed to undertake any surveys for the 
presence of bats in advance of the planning application, even though conditions on site 
were thought to be favourable. We have carried out bat and otter surveys in accordance 
with prescribed methodologies. There are no roosts within any of the trees or structures 
affected by the project. However, bat roosts vary seasonally. We shall carry out a repeat 
survey immediately prior to the start of construction. If the survey confirms that bats have 
colonised any of the sites in the intervening period, we will draw up specific mitigation 
measures and ensure that we are in compliance with the Wildlife and Countryside Act prior 
to undertaking the works. As mitigation will vary, depending on the type of roost and the 
nature of the works affecting it, it is not possible at this stage to provide a detailed 
specification of the mitigation that would be required should the sites be colonised in the 
future. 
 



Demountable Defences: Our main concern is operational. 3 hours warning can be 
obtained from Flint Mill gauge. CTP suggests using Addingham gauge (upstream of Ilkley) 
to increase the warning time to 12 hours. However, if there were a mid-catchment storm 
downstream of Ilkley it would not register at Addingham and would leave little time to 
mount defences at Tadcaster. We do promote the use of demountable defences, such as 
at Bewdley, where lead-in times are long enough to allow construction before river levels 
rise.  
  
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
As required by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise, this application must be determined in accordance with 
the development plan which comprises the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the 
Humber published in December 2005, the North Yorkshire County Structure Plan 
(Alteration no.3) 1995, and the Selby District Local Plan adopted in February 2005. 
 
Relevant policies include Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber policies: 
 
YH2  (Climate Change and Resource Use). 
 
ENV1 (Floods and Flood Risk. 
  
 
North Yorkshire County Structure Plan policies: 
 
R4 (Maintaining existing recreational facilities); 
 
E2 (Development in the Open Countryside). 
 
E4 (Protection of Historic Buildings and Areas) 
 
E5 (Protection of Archaeological Sites) 
 
E6 (Wildlife Habitats) 
 
E8 (Extent of North Yorkshire Green Belts). 
 
E8a (Green Belt Boundaries in Local Plans) 
 
E9 (Planning Permission within Green Belts). 
 
  
 
Selby District Local Plan policies: 
 
GB1 (Extent of the Green Belt) 
 
GB2 (Control of Development in the Green Belt) 
 
GB4 (Character and Visual Amenity of the Green Belt). 
 



DL1 (Control of Development in the Countryside) 
 
ENV1 (Control of Development) 
 
ENV5 (Development in Flood Risk Areas) 
 
ENV10 (General Nature Conservation Considerations) 
 
ENV12 (River and Stream Corridors) 
 
ENV14 (Protected Species) 
 
ENV15 (Conservation and Enhancement of Locally Important Landscape Areas) 
 
ENV21 (Landscaping Requirements) 
 
ENV22 (Protection of Listed Buildings) 
 
ENV24 (Alterations to Listed Buildings) 
 
ENV25 (Control of Development in Conservation Areas) 
 
ENV27 (Scheduled Monuments and Important Archaeological Sites) 
 
ENV28 (Other Archaeological Remains) 
 
ENV29 (Protection of Local Amenity Space). 
 
TAD/4 (Town Centre Environmental Improvements). 
 
The site: 
 
Is located within the Development Limits of Tadcaster, except for (i) Beech Reach; (ii) that 
part of Brewery Reach outside Samuel Smith's Brewery Yard; and (iii) that part of St 
Mary's Reach next to the churchyard. 
 
Is partly within the Tadcaster Conservation Area. 
 
Is partly within the Green Belt, on the right bank in the vicinity of St Mary's Church. 
 
Is partly within a Locally Important Landscape Area, also on the right bank in the vicinity of 
St Mary's Church. 
 
Abuts a Scheduled Monument. 
 
Affects a Listed Building (the bridge) and its setting, and the setting of the listed St. Mary’s 
church and the viaduct. 
 
Is partly within Local Amenity Spaces, which are next to the bridge and next to Tadcaster 
Albion car park. 
 
The following issues are therefore relevant, not necessarily in this order of priority: 



 
1.        The Maintenance of Recreational Facilities; 
 
2.        Development in the Open Countryside; 
 
3.        Development in the Green Belt; 
 
4.        General Control of Development Considerations; 
 
5.       Flood Risk; 
 
6.        General Nature Conservation Considerations; 
 
7.        River and Stream Corridors; 
 
8.        Protected Species and Wildlife Habitats; 
 
9.        Locally Important Landscape Areas; 
 
10.     Landscaping Requirements; 
 
11.     Protection of and Alterations to Listed Buildings; 
 
12.     Development in Conservation Areas; 
 
13.    Scheduled Monuments and Archaeological Sites; 
 
 
1. The Maintenance of Recreational Facilities 
 
Policy R4 of the NYCSP states that "outside National Parks the County Council will seek to 
maintain existing recreational facilities and maximise their use". 
 
The areas affected by the application proposals are used for a variety of recreational 
pursuits, mainly informally.  These include walking and fishing.  The scheme includes 
relocated footpaths where necessary, and continued riverside access for fishermen via 
new stone steps at specific locations. The level of protection afforded to the ground of 
Tadcaster Albion F.C. would not be reduced by the proposals.  
 
Those parts of the existing embankments alongside both the football ground and the 
Wharfe Bank Terraces are designated as Local Amenity Space in the SDLP. Policy 
ENV29 states that “Proposals for the development of local amenity space, as defined on 
the proposals map, will not be permitted.” The intention of this policy is to protect local 
amenity spaces from forms of development that would erode their amenity value. It might 
be argued that, whilst the local amenity spaces would still remain as amenity spaces, the 
proposed wall in St.Mary’s Reach would to some extent erode the amenity value of the 
existing embankment, both visually and in terms of reducing the ease of pedestrian access 
to the river side of it. 
 
Consequently, it is possible for the scheme to be considered not wholly compliant with 
policies R4 and ENV29. 
 



2. Development in the Open Countryside. 
 
 Policy DL1 states that: "Development in the countryside, outside the Green Belt and 
development limits, will only be permitted where the proposal complies with all other 
relevant policies and the proposal: 
 
 1) Would be appropriate in a rural area; or 
 
 2) Involves the re-use, adaptation or extension of an existing building; or 
 
 3) Is required to meet the identified social or economic needs of a rural community; or 
 
4) Would be of direct benefit to the rural economy including additional small-scale 
employment development and the expansion of existing firms. 
 
Where development is considered appropriate, it must be located and designed so as not 
to have a significant adverse effect on residential amenity or the character and 
appearance of an area and must not harm acknowledged nature conservation interests." 
 
This policy is relevant to the proposals for Beech Reach and for that part of the Brewery 
outside Samuel Smith's brewery yard. 
 
Outside the brewery yard it is intended to construct sheet piling to 10.3m AOD painted 
black.  This would therefore project above existing ground levels by approximately 1.5m. It 
would be seen against the backdrop of industrial plant and buildings. 
 
In the Beech Reach it is intended to create an earth embankment between 8m and 24m 
wide, which would be between 1.5m and 3.5m higher than the adjoining ground.  This 
would involve the removal of some 6 existing trees and 3 lengths of 15m-20m hedgerows.  
Trees would be replanted in the vicinity after the works have taken place. 
 
It is considered that the current proposals are required to meet the identified needs of the 
local community, and that the scheme would not have a significant adverse effect on the 
character and appearance of the area. 
 
The proposals therefore comply with Policy DL1. 
 
Policy E2 states that "Development in the open countryside … will normally be permitted 
only where it relates to small scale proposals requiring an open countryside location for 
operational reasons … and provided it would not harm the character and appearance … of 
the surrounding area." 
 
It is considered that the proposals comply with Policy E2 of the NYCSP. 
 
3.Development in the Green Belt 
 
Policies E8, E8a and E9 of the NYCSP and Policies GB1, GB2 and GB4 of the SDLP seek 
to define and protect the Green Belt. 
 
Policy GB2 is specifically relevant. It states that "Within the Green Belt, development will 
not be permitted except for the purposes listed below.  Proposals that are acceptable in 
principle must also comply with policies intended to control development in the 



countryside, and with all other relevant policies … (7) proposals for uses of land, the 
carrying out of engineering and other operations, and the provision of essential facilities 
associated with the use of land … which preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do 
not conflict with the purposes of including land in it." 
 
These policies are relevant to that part of the scheme alongside St Mary's Church and the 
churchyard. 
 
Here, it is proposed to construct a sheet piled wall clad in brick with reconstituted stone 
coping on the top of the existing embankment.  The wall would be about 1.2m in height.  
Shrub planting would be provided at selected locations along it. 
 
It is considered that the FAS is an essential facility. The provision of a wall 1.2metres high 
would preserve the openness of the Green Belt and would not conflict with the purposes of 
including land within it. It is considered that the proposals comply with the specific 
requirements of Policy GB2, and with the generalities of other Green Belt policies. 
 
4.General Control of Development Considerations 
 
Policy ENV1 states that proposals for development will be permitted provided a good 
quality of development would be achieved. It requires various criteria to be met. These 
criteria are explored in subsequent paragraphs of this report. Conditions to protect 
residential amenity during the construction period are recommended. After completion 
there would be material benefits to the amenity of the area. 
 
5.Flood Risk 
 
Policy ENV1 of the RSS states that “Development in high flood risk areas will be avoided 
where possible, and flood management will be undertaken pro-actively.” 
 
Policy YH2 states that “All plans, strategies, investment decisions and programmes in the 
Region should: Plan for the successful adaptation to the predicted impacts of climate 
change by minimising threats from and impact of…increased flood risk.” 
 
Policy ENV5 of the SDLP states that "In areas with a high risk of flooding, proposals for 
new development will only be permitted where: (1) Exceptionally, within functional flood 
plain areas, it relates to essential transport or utilities infrastructure which cannot be 
located in a lower risk area, and which is designed to remain operational even in times of 
flood…" 
 
The proposed Flood Alleviation Scheme must be considered as an essential utilities 
infrastructure which cannot be located elsewhere, which will assist in flood management 
and generally reduce the risk of flooding in the locality. It therefore complies with Policies 
ENV1 and YH2 of the RSS, and Policy ENV5 of the SDLP. 
 
6.General Nature Conservation Considerations. 
 
 Policy ENV10 applies across the district as a whole, not just to designated sites.  It states 
that: 
 
 "Where development proposals, which affect a site of nature conservation interest, are 
acceptable in principle, any harm to the nature conservation interest should be kept to a 



minimum.  Where appropriate the developer will be expected to incorporate compensatory 
measures including the implementation of schemes for habitat creation and/or 
enhancement within the site or locality, and proposals to ensure future management." 
 
The FAS proposals do not include the meadow between the viaduct and the Scheduled 
Monument.  The meadow is designated as a Locally Important Nature Conservation Site. 
 
However, the scheme would affect a variety of habitats, which contribute to the nature 
conservation interests of the locality.  Principally these are (i) alongside Mill Lane; (ii) 
alongside the bus station car park; (iii) at the south end of the road bridge; and (iv) at the 
SE corner of the football ground. 
 
In total up to 120 trees would be lost as a result of the scheme.  183 replacement trees 
would be replanted and, additionally, 205 shrubs. 
 
The majority of the tree loss would be outside the Conservation Area.  Tree loss in the 
Conservation Area would be approximately 30 trees. 
 
The proposed planting of trees and shrubs after construction should eventually mitigate 
the loss during construction.  However, these would take years to reach maturity.  Felled 
timber can be left in suitable locations to create new habitats.  If in flood areas these would 
need to be pinned down. However, a condition should be imposed to require the 
submission of a detailed scheme for habitat creation and management. 
 
Honeysuckle and buddleia adjacent to the new wall have been proposed to soften its 
visual impact and to encourage insects and diversity. This could form part of the above 
scheme. 
 
The species proposed for replanting have been selected for their suitability in a riparian 
habitat and are similar to those that would be lost during construction.  Reach Wise Owl 
has limited replanting areas, so alternative locations have been selected downstream of 
the bridge.  These are subject to landowners' agreement which, according to the 
applicants, has been obtained in principle. 
 
It is considered that if appropriate compensatory measures are undertaken, the FAS would 
comply with Policy ENV10. 
 
Policy ENV12 states that: "Proposals for development likely to harm the natural features of 
or access to river, stream and canal corridors will not be permitted unless the importance 
of the development outweighs these interests, and adequate compensatory measures are 
provided." 
 
It is considered that the FAS would harm some of the natural features of the river corridor, 
in particular by the bus station car park where some 23 trees would be lost. This number 
could be reduced if it were proposed to construct a wall, rather than an embankment. 
However, the applicants have stated their unwillingness to pursue this option on cost 
grounds.   The consequence of this is that there would be a significant reduction in 
greenery on part of the left bank when looking downstream from the bridge. 
 
Nevertheless, taken as a whole, more trees would be replanted than would be felled 
although their disposition around the site would be altered. These compensatory measures 
are considered to be adequate. 



 
Consequently, the proposals are considered to be in accordance with Policy ENV12. 
 
7. River and Stream Corridors 
 
Policy ENV12 states that “Proposals for development likely to harm the natural features of 
or access to river, stream and canal corridors will not be permitted unless the importance 
of the development outweighs these interests, and adequate compensatory measures are 
provided.” 
 
The current proposals would cause a degree of harm to tree and scrub growth along some 
parts of the river, but access to it would not be reduced. However, the importance of the 
flood alleviation measures is considered to be of over-riding importance in this instance. 
The compensatory measures are considered to be adequate. 
 
8.Protected Species and Wildlife Habitats 
 
Policy ENV14 states that "Development and other land use changes which may harm 
badgers and other species protected by Schedules 1, 5 and 8 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981, as amended, or the EC Habitats and Species Directive will not be 
permitted. 
 
To avoid harm to the species the local planning authority may consider the use of 
conditions and planning obligations, which seek to: 
 
1) Facilitate the survival of individual members of the species; 
 
2) Reduce disturbance to a minimum; and 
 
3) Provide adequate alternative habitats to sustain at least the current levels of 
population." 
 
Nesting birds would be likely to be disturbed during construction.  Consequently, it is 
proposed that any tree work, including felling, would be undertaken outside the bird-
nesting season (end of March to end of July).  If felling were required during the nesting 
season, a nesting bird survey would be carried out to ensure that there are no nesting 
birds. A condition is recommended in order to secure this. 
 
Lengths of scrub, suitable for nesting birds, would be lost along the bank in the Wise Owl 
and Sainsbury’s reaches.  Replanting on completion of the works would partly mitigate 
this.  Bird boxes would also be erected in suitable locations, in a variety of types. 
 
There are no known bat roosts in the working area.  However, several trees and Tadcaster 
Bridge have been identified as potential bat roosts, which would be affected by the works.  
A survey prior to construction to determine the presence of bats is proposed by the 
applicants.  Mitigation would be agreed with English Nature. English Nature does not 
object to the application. 
 
To mitigate for the loss of potential roosts, bat boxes should be erected on suitable 
buildings (if agreement can be obtained) and trees within the study area. 
 



Otters have been recorded in Tadcaster, and there was some evidence that they may 
inhabit the study area.  A potential otter Holt was found under the northern arch of the 
bridge.  Work to the bridge would result in its loss.  Therefore an artificial Holt could be 
created in an area with limited public access, following consultation with the Yorkshire 
Otters and Rivers Project at the detailed design stage. 
 
It is proposed to erect fencing or a hedge alongside some parts of the riverbanks that have 
been eroded by livestock.  This would encourage the regeneration of vegetation, which 
would improve the riverside habitat for the benefit of otters and foraging bats. 
 
Consequently, it is considered that with the imposition of suitable conditions, Policy ENV14 
would be complied with. 
 
9.Locally Important Landscape Areas 
 
This designation covers two parts of the site, which are outside the development limits of 
Tadcaster.  These are: (i) on the right bank which contains St Mary's Church and church 
yard, the embankment and the river itself.  The LILA continues northwest, to the district 
boundary; and (ii) on the right bank outside the brewery yard.  
 
Policy ENV15 states that: 
 
 "Within the locally important landscape areas, as defined on the proposals map, priority 
will be given to the conservation and enhancement of the character and quality of the 
landscape.  Particular attention should be paid to the design, layout, landscaping of 
development and the use of materials in order to minimise its impact and to enhance the 
traditional character of buildings and landscape in the area". 
 
(i)     In the St. Mary’s part of the site the scheme is mainly proposing the erection of a 
sheet piled wall clad in brick with reconstituted stone coping along the top of the existing 
embankment.  There would be shrub planting at selected locations alongside it, the exact 
positions of which have not yet been decided.  The wall would be approximately 1.2m 
high. At the end of the churchyard, the wall would give way to a new raised embankment, 
which would tie-in to land within the Scheduled Monument.  The tie-in point would be 
agreed with English Heritage, following further archaeological consultation. 
 
(ii)     In the brewery part of the site the scheme is proposing sheet piling, painted black, 
approximately 1.3 metres in height. 
 
It is considered that, in view of the industrial backdrop created by the brewery yard, the 
proposal for sheet piling outside it would minimise the impact of the scheme, and would 
have a neutral effect on the character and quality of the landscape in the area. Similarly 
the proposed embankment within the Scheduled Monument would minimise the impact of 
the scheme, and have a neutral effect on the landscape. 
 
It is therefore considered that these elements of the scheme are in accordance with Policy 
ENV15. 
 
The proposed wall on top of the riverside embankment would be a more visible feature in 
the LILA although an appropriate wall, in itself, would not necessarily be harmful to the 
traditional character of the LILA. 
 



The LILA designation derives, in large part, from the association of the open countryside 
with the belt of limestone to the west.  Bearing this in mind it might be considered that the 
scheme - in proposing the use of brick cladding with reconstituted stone coping - does not 
pay the particular attention required by Policy ENV15 to the use of materials in order to 
minimise its impact and to enhance the traditional landscape. 
 
It would be preferred if a wall in this location were to be stone clad, with natural stone 
coping.  That is what is proposed on the opposite bank of the river at this point, albeit with 
the additional expense being privately funded. 
 
If a wall is considered acceptable, it is recommended that a condition be imposed to 
require the use of natural stone facing and coping.  The scheme would then comply with 
Policy ENV15. 
 
10.Landscaping Requirements 
 
 Policy ENV 21 states that: 
 
 "A) Where appropriate, proposals for development should incorporate landscaping as an 
integral element in the layout and design, including the retention of existing trees and 
hedgerows, and planting of native, locally occurring species. 
 
B) The District Council may make tree preservation orders, impose planting conditions, or 
seek an agreement under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to 
ensure the protection and future maintenance and/or replacement of existing trees, 
hedgerows and proposed new planting." 
 
The scheme as submitted does not include detailed proposals for landscaping after the 
proposed construction has been carried out. 
 
This is partly because it would not be possible to re-plant trees in some of the locations 
from where existing trees would have to be removed.  The applicants therefore propose to 
replace these in other, nearby locations, which are not within their control.  This would 
require their owners' consent in order to be carried out.  The applicants state that they 
have obtained consent in principle.  Nevertheless, in the absence of final consent from the 
landowners involved, there is inherently some degree of uncertainty at this stage in a 
scheme such as this, as to the detailed location and form that the landscaping would 
eventually take. 
 
The removal of trees is likely to have significant localised impacts on visual amenity 
particularly within Reaches Tadcaster Albion, Bus Station, and Safeways.  Within these 
reaches, mature trees would be removed to make way for the new floodwalls and 
embankments.  To mitigate this, planting would be carried out where possible on 
completion of the works.  Native, non-invasive species would be used. 
 
Insofar as details are currently known, the scheme would involve: 
 
The removal of all trees on the riverbank south of the Bus Station. These would be 
replaced by shrubs close to the river's edge, and larger specimens near to the car park             
 
The removal of all trees on the east side of the pumping station.  These would be replaced 
by a grassed embankment, with trees replanted if possible nearby. 



 
The removal of approximately 20 trees in the vicinity of the southwest corner of the football 
ground and the Crane houses.  These would be replaced elsewhere.  A grassed 
embankment would be created in front of the houses. 
 
The removal of approximately 8 trees from the southeast corner of the bridge, and 3 from 
the avenue of limes next to the football ground car park.  Replanting would take place in 
alternative locations. 
 
The removal of approximately 23 trees from the riverbank at Sainsbury's reach, between 
the bridge and the Wise Owl warehouse.  Shrubs would be replanted in this reach. 
 
The removal of several sycamores from the vicinity of the Scheduled Monument may be 
necessary to allow access for machinery. 
 
Conditions are recommended in order to secure details of, and the implementation of, the 
proposed shrub and tree planting subsequent to the works. 
 
11. Protection of and Alterations to Listed Buildings 
 
Policy ENV22 states that “Development will not be permitted where it would have a 
detrimental effect on the character, fabric or setting of a listed building.” 
 
Policy ENV24 states that “The conversion, alteration, extension or change of use of a 
listed 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.” 
 
The listed buildings that would be affected in some way by the scheme are the road 
bridge, Wharfe Bank Terrace, St. Mary’s Church and the disused railway viaduct. Only the 
road bridge would require physical works to its fabric, and these are the subject of a 
separate report for the necessary Listed Building Consent. The works involve (i) internal 
strengthening which would not be visible; (ii) repointing on the upstream side, and (iii) 
tying-in the proposed flood walls to each of the four corners of the bridge. Three of these 
walls would be brick clad. The fourth, in Sainsbury’s reach, would be stone clad. All four 
walls would have reconstituted stone copings. 
 
The setting of all the listed buildings would be affected to varying degrees by the proposed 
provision of a wall along St. Mary’s reach. This would run from the road bridge for 
approximately 200 metres to the castle on top of the existing embankment, essentially in a 
straight line. It would be 1.2 metres high, and would be brick-clad topped by triangular-
shaped, reconstituted stone coping.  
 
The effect on the setting of the viaduct would be minor in view of the scale and the 
distance. The effect on the Georgian houses at Wharfe Bank Terrace could be considered 
acceptable in view of their urban location and the presence of existing brick walls in front 
of them. 
 
However, there are two drawbacks to the provision of a brick-clad wall as proposed. One 
is that the rigidity of its form, height and alignment would appear as a harsh intrusive urban 
feature in a visually prominent and pleasant part of the setting of the Grade II* listed 



church which at present benefits from its rural, green and softer character. The other is 
that the proposed external materials – brick, and reconstituted stone – over such a length 
are likely to emphasize its urban and unrelieved character as opposed, say, to a stone-
faced wall with real stone copings. Consequently, it is considered that this aspect of the 
scheme would harm the setting of St.Mary’s Church. 
 
The setting of the bridge would also be affected by the works adjoining each of its corners. 
It is proposed that brick-clad walls with reconstituted stone copings should be constructed 
at three of its four corners. However, the proximity to the listed bridge of these proposed 
works does suggest that stone-facing to these walls, and stone copings which replicate 
more closely the shape of those on the bridge, would be a better and more suitable 
complement to its historic character. 
 
For the above reasons it is considered that these elements of the scheme would have a 
detrimental effect on the setting and character of listed buildings, and that they do not 
comply with Policy ENV22 of the SDLP, and Policy E4 of the NYCSP. 
 
It is recommended that further discussions be held with the applicants to resolve these 
matters before the application is determined. 
 
12. Development in Conservation Areas  
 
Policy ENV25 states that:  
 
”Development within or affecting a conservation area will be permitted provided the 
proposal would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation 
area, and in particular: (1) The scale, form, position, design and materials of new buildings 
are appropriate to the historic context; (2) Features of townscape importance including 
open spaces, trees, verges, hedging and paving are retained; (3) The proposal would not 
adversely affect the setting of the area or significant views into or out of the area, and (4) 
The proposed use, external site works and boundary treatment are compatible with the 
character and appearance of the area. 
 
The most significant effects of the proposals on the character and appearance of the 
conservation area would derive from the proposed erection of the brick-clad wall on top of 
the embankment from the road bridge to the castle and from the loss of trees. 
 
A loss of trees is largely unavoidable due to the locational and functional requirements of 
the scheme. In some areas there would be no physical possibility of replanting in situ. 
However, replacement planting would occur where agreement can be reached on land 
which is outside the control of the applicants and over time the initial tree loss should be 
mitigated and eventually made good. On this basis, and given the exceptional and 
particular nature of the scheme, the loss of some tree cover in some parts of the 
conservation area could be considered as not permanently harmful to its character and 
appearance as a whole. 
 
The proposed wall has been referred to fully in the preceding section of this report in 
relation to its effect on the setting of listed buildings. Similar comments relate to its effect 
on the character and appearance of the conservation area. The location in which it is 
proposed to erect the wall is a key element in the significant view into and, more 
particularly, out of the conservation area from the Tadcaster Road Bridge. This view is 
essentially rural and open in character. The proposed wall would become a major visual 



element in it. It is considered that the wall would detract from the quality of the view and 
from the significant contribution that the view makes to the character of the conservation 
area. This harm would be exacerbated by the use of the external materials which it is 
proposed to use. 
  
Consequently it is considered that this element of the proposals does not comply with 
Policy ENV25 of the SDLP, and Policy E4 of the NYCSP, and it is recommended that 
further discussions be held with the applicants. 
 
13. Scheduled Monuments and Archaeological Sites 
 
Policies ENV27 and ENV28 seek to preserve archaeological sites and to require 
assessment and evaluation of sites before making a decision. An archaeological desk 
study has been included in the ES. 
 
A separate Scheduled Monument Consent is necessary from the Secretary of State for the 
proposed works in the vicinity of the castle, and has been applied for. 
 
The County Archaeologist considers that the precise impact that the scheme would have 
depends very much on how and where the design details are implemented. He has been 
liaising with the design engineer, and there will be opportunity to protect archaeology 
through the design process. Consequently, conditions are recommended to secure a 
scheme of investigation followed by a programme of archaeological works, and to obtain 
more details of the final design of drainage and piling. The proposals would then accord 
with Policies ENV27 and 28. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
This application has been determined taking account of an Environmental Statement.  
With the exceptions referred to in the foregoing sections of this report regarding; 
 
(i) the proposed erection of a wall along St. Mary’s reach;  
 
(ii) its external materials; and  
 
(iii) the proposed brick cladding for the walls which would abut the corners of the bridge, 
the application is considered to be in accordance with the development plan.  
 
Further discussions with the applicants are recommended in respect of these matters.  
However, the Committee has previously expressed the view informally that it would prefer 
the provision of a brick-clad wall to raising the height of the earth embankment along St. 
Mary’s reach.  
 
The Committee might still be satisfied that this element of the scheme, and the scheme 
taken as a whole, are in accordance with the development plan.  
If so, the Committee is entitled to grant permission subject to the imposition of appropriate 
conditions.  
  
 
 
 



RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be DEFERRED for further discussions with the 
applicants regarding an alternative solution to the proposed wall in St.Mary’s reach, and to 
alternatives to the proposed use of brickwork and reconstituted stone copings adjoining 
the bridge abutments. 
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Tadcaster Bridge, Bridge Street, Tadcaster
CO/2004/0580



  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/73/608A/LB 
CO/2004/0580 

PARISH: Tadcaster 

APPLICANT: 
 

The Environment 
Agency 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

12 May 2004 
 
 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Application for listed building consent to carry out works to strengthen the 
bridge parapet in connection with flood defences at 

LOCATION: Tadcaster Bridge 
Bridge Street 
Tadcaster 
North Yorkshire 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
This application seeks listed building consent to carry out works to strengthen the bridge 
parapet in connection with flood defences at Tadcaster Road Bridge. The scheme 
proposes the following:  
 
* Repointing the upstream elevation of the bridge around spans 3 and 4. 
 
* Repointing the underside of the arches above spans 3 and 4.  
 
* Insert 20 stainless steel anchors into the upstream bridge parapet and 10 anchors into 
the downstream parapet at approx. 10m centres. These would be inserted by removing 
and then replacing the existing copingstones. 
 
* Tie-in to the 4 corners of the bridge 4 reinforced concrete walls clad in brick with re-
constituted stone copings. These would be joined to the bridge by a filler and sealant in a 
colour to match. 
 
* No repointing is required on the downstream side. 
 
Wharfe Bridge in Tadcaster is listed Grade II. It was constructed in the early 18th century 
and widened a century later to accommodate the increase in traffic. It is characteristic of 
many of the older listed bridges in North Yorkshire; being constructed in local stone with 
solid parapet and capping and curved splayed ends terminating in round piers.  
 
The current application relates to proposals to strengthen the bridge, part of a larger flood 
alleviation scheme along the river through Tadcaster.  
 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
TOWN COUNCIL:  
No objections. The timing of the work should be timetabled in liaison with NYCC and the 
implementation of the Tadcaster Traffic Management Scheme to ensure that the centre of 
Tadcaster is not grid locked. 
 



ENGLISH HERITAGE:  
Concerns about the nature of the repairs proposed to the bridge, and the impact of the 
floodwalls that would abut up to it.  
 
* It was agreed to use natural stone for areas of floodwall adjoining the listed stone bridge. 
The submitted plans show extensive use of reconstituted stone and brick. 
 
* Pointing: Requests the Local Planning Authority to seek additional information about the 
methods by which the work will be carried out. This is to ensure that the fabric of the 
bridge is preserved and not damaged by inappropriate mechanical cutting of joints, too 
harsh mortars and over zealous application of mortar to the exposed surface of the stone. 
 
* Consequently, English Heritage recommends that the Local Planning Authority seek 
additional information relating to the methods by which the work will be carried out and 
details of the materials, in particular the mortar composition, to be used.  
 
NYCC HERITAGE:  
No observations about the scheme.  
 
HIGHWAYS:  
No objections, subject to the imposition of a condition regarding Public Rights of Way.    
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 imposes a duty on local 
planning authorities to pay special regard to the architectural and historic interest of listed 
buildings. 
 
Policy ENV22 of the Selby District Local Plan states that “Development will not be 
permitted where it would have a detrimental effect on the character, fabric, or setting of a 
listed building.” 
 
Policy ENV24 states that “The conversion, alteration, extension or change of use of a 
listed 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.” 
 
The proposed reinforcing rods would have no visible effects, and can be carried out 
without harming the fabric of the bridge. The proposed repointing would be limited in its 
extent and, subject to conditions regarding details and method, both of the above elements 
are considered acceptable. 
 
However, brick-clad walls are proposed to tie-in to three of the four corners of the bridge 
(the fourth corner, in Sainsbury’s reach, would be stone clad). In addition, reconstituted 
stone copings would cap each of these walls at all four corners of the bridge. These 
materials are not considered to be of a suitable standard to preserve the special character 
of the listed stone bridge. 



 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Some elements of this application are not considered to be of the standard, which is 
required to preserve the special character of this listed building. Further discussions with 
the applicants are suggested to seek to resolve these matters. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be DEFERRED for further discussions with the 
applicant. 
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Eden Avenue, Selby
2006/1449/COU



  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/19/1653/PA 
2006/1449/COU 

PARISH: Selby Town Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Selby District 
Council Housing 
Services 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

8 November 2006 
 
2 January 2007 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Change of use to new parking bays to both sides of cul-de-sac and 
associated landscape works 

LOCATION: Eden Avenue 
Selby 
North Yorkshire 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The application is to be heard at Committee as the applicant is Selby District Council. The 
application lies within regulation 3 of Circular 1992. The Circular states that a local 
planning authority can make an application to itself for planning permission and determine 
the application itself. 
 
The site lies to the west of Selby, within the defined development limits for the settlement. 
The site lies within a residential area, consisting of terraced housing of similar architectural 
style. The site is currently a small cul-de-sac road, with grassed areas either side of the 
road. 
 
Consent is sought for the change of use of the land to allow for the construction of new 
parking bays to both sides of the cul-de-sac and associated landscaping works. The site is 
currently two communal grassed areas either side of a small cul-de-sac, which lies within a 
residential area. The proposal intends to incorporate 7 parking bays to the northern side of 
the road and 6 parking bays to the southern side. There would be grass and landscaping 
surrounding the parking bays to retain some of the existing character. In addition a 
footpath would be constructed from the parking bays to the existing footpath. 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
Parish – No objection 
 
Neighbours – Immediate neighbours were consulted by letter and a site notice was posted 
nearby. One letter was received expressing their support for the application. However, 
there were concerns regarding the grassed areas preventing future driveway 
developments. 
 
Highways – No objections. Conditions attached in relation to access / verge crossings, 
provision access turning and parking, and parking for dwellings where communal parking 
may be appropriate. 
 
Environmental health – No objections 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 



Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "that regard is to 
be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District comprises 
of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humberside (published on 1 December 
2004), the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No3) (adopted in 1995) and the Selby 
District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005). 
  
Relevant policies include: ENV 1, T2 and VP 1 of the Selby District Local Plan 
 
The site lies within the defined development limits for Selby and the proposal is therefore 
considered to be appropriate in principle. 
 
The relevant issues to be considered are: 
i) Character and form 
ii) Impact upon residential development 
iii) Highway safety 
 
i) Character and form 
The site is currently two communal grassed areas either side of a small cul-de-sac, which 
lies within a residential area. It is considered that the proposed use is appropriate to the 
surrounding area, and would provide parking provision for the surrounding properties. The 
proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of scale and design and would not be 
significantly detrimental to the character and appearance of the area. 
 
The proposal intends to incorporate four small areas of grass and two areas of 
landscaping. It is considered that the inclusion of landscaping would minimise the potential 
impact upon the character of the area and would provide a more visually attractive 
appearance. The proposal is considered to be acceptable and would comply with policy 
ENV 1 of the SDLP. 
 
ii) Impact upon residential amenity 
The site is surrounded by residential properties. It is considered that the proposed parking 
bays would not be significantly detrimental to the levels of amenity currently experienced 
by the surrounding properties. Currently, the residents of the nearby properties have to 
park along the roadside. It is considered that the proposed parking bays would improve the 
amenity within the immediate vicinity. There have been neighbour concerns in relation to 
the potential for the construction of driveways. It is considered that the proposal may 
impact on future proposals for driveways, and that any future application will be dealt with 
on its merits. The proposal is considered to be acceptable and to comply with policy ENV 1 
of the SDLP. 
 
iii) Highway safety 
The proposal incorporates a footpath on each side adjacent to the parking bays and the 
existing footpath. It is considered that the proposal has been well designed and would 
cater for pedestrian and cyclist safety and convenience. There are no Highway Authority 
concerns with the proposed access subject to conditions. It is considered that the proposal 
would not result in a significant over-intensification of the existing access and would not be 
detrimental to highway safety. It is therefore considered that the proposal would be in 
accordance with policies T2 and VP 1 of the SDLP. 
 
CONCLUSION: 



 
It is considered that the proposal would be acceptable in terms of scale, design and 
orientation and would not be detrimental to the character and appearance of the 
surrounding area. The proposal would not be significantly detrimental to the levels of 
amenity currently experienced by the surrounding residents, and would provide improved 
parking standards for the cul-de-sac. It is considered that the proposal would not be 
detrimental to highway safety. The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable and 
to comply with policies ENV 1, T2 and VP 1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Granted 
 
 
01. The development for which permission is hereby granted shall be begun within a 

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

Purchase Act 2004. 
 
02. The development, hereby approved, shall be undertaken in accordance with the 

following plans 3TCS 32-04 200/a and 3TCS 32-04 200/3 dated 10th November 
2006. 

  
 Reason: 
 For the avoidance of doubt as to what is hereby approved. 
 
03. Prior to the commencement of any other part of the development hereby permitted, 

the access(es) to the site shall be laid out and constructed in accordance with the 
following requirements:- 

  
 (ic) The crossing of the highway verge and/or footpath shall be constructed in 

accordance with the approved details and the Specification of the Local Highway 
Authority. 

  
 (v) Provision shall be made to prevent surface water from the site/plot 

discharging onto the existing or proposed highway in accordance with the approved 
details and the Specification of the Local Highway Authority. 

  
 NOTE: 
 You are advised that a separate licence will be required from the Local Highway 

Authority in order to allow any works in the adopted highway to be carried out.  The 
local office of the Local Highway Authority will also be pleased to provide the detailed 
constructional specification referred to in this condition. 

  
 Reason: 
 To ensure a satisfactory means of access to the site from the public highway, in the 

interests of vehicle and pedestrian safety and convenience. 
 



04. The vehicular parking facilities shall be formed in accordance with the submitted 
drawing (References 3TCS32-04200/1, 3TCS32-04200/2 & 3TCS32-04200/3).  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 development. 

 
05. Parking spaces of a size not less than 4.8 metres by 2.4 metres must be provided in 

accordance with the standards set out in the North Yorkshire County Council Parking 
Design Guide in a convenient location approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.  Once created these parking areas shall be maintained clear of any 
obstruction and retained for their intended purpose at all times. 

  
 Reason: 
 To provide for adequate and satisfactory provision of off-street accommodation for 

vehicles generated by occupiers of the site and visitors to it, in the interest of safety 
and the general amenity of the development. 

 
06. Prior to the commencement of development, details of the proposed areas of low 

shrub planting indicated on the approved plan, shall be submitted to and approved by 
the Local Planning Authority. The landscaping shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved details and shall be retained and maintained as such thereafter. 

  
 Reason: 
 In order to ensure that the landscaping proposed is appropriate to the locality, having 

had regard to policy ENV 1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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9 Moss Green Lane, Brayton
2006/1659/FUL



  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/20/137D/PA 
2006/1659/FUL 

PARISH: Selby Town Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr. W. Rowland. VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

22 December 2006 
 
16 February 2007 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Proposed erections of a detached bungalow on land adjacent to No. 9 
Moss Green Lane 

LOCATION: 9 Moss Green Lane 
Selby 
Brayton 
North Yorkshire 
YO8 9EN 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
A request has been received by a ward councillor for the application to be determined by 
the Planning Committee on the grounds that the proposal would result in the area being 
overcrowded and would be out of character with the area. 
 
The application is for the construction of a detached bungalow, on land adjacent to the 
existing dwelling, 9 Moss Green Lane, Brayton. 
 
The site lies within the defined development limits for Brayton, to the west of the 
settlement. The site consists of the garden area located to the south of the existing 
dwelling. 
 
The proposed dwelling would measure 8.2m wide, 7.3m in depth x 4m to the highest point. 
The dwelling would face southeast with the access to the west of the dwelling, onto 
Greenacres Crescent. The dwelling would have a hipped roof, with a small porch to the 
southeastern elevation. 
 
History 
 
8/20/137C/PA – Erection of a 2-storey dormer bungalow with detached garage. Refused 
13/8/2004 due to the proposed development constituting over-development, which would 
result in an incongruous feature in the streetscene. In addition, the development would 
result in an unacceptable level of residential amenity for the proposed dwelling. 
 
APP/N2739/A/04/1160677 – The application was appealed and dismissed on 18/03/05 for 
the following reason. The dwelling was considered to be detrimental to the spacious 
character and would result in the area being cramped and over-developed in comparison 
to surrounding properties. It was therefore considered that the proposal would be 
detrimental to the character of the existing dwelling and the surrounding area. 
 
8/20/137B/PA – Erection of a 2-bedroomed dormer bungalow with detached garage. 
Withdrawn 21/5/2004. 
 
 
 



CONSULTATIONS 
 
Parish – Objects to the application. There has been a previous appeal on the site, which 
was dismissed. The Parish Council cannot see any difference in the plans. In addition, the 
Parish wish to object due to highway considerations and the line of sight, also that the 
proposal is not in keeping with other neighbouring properties. 
 
Neighbours – Immediate neighbours were consulted by letter and a site notice posted 
nearby. Three letters of objection were received at the time the report was written; any 
additional letters shall be reported to councillors verbally at the Planning Committee. The 
objections are as follows: 
- There has been a previous refusal and rejected appeal on site. 
- Nothing has changed since the previous refusal 
- The proposal would destroy the open nature of the area 
- The plot is incapable of supporting any type of development without unacceptable 
aesthetic intrusion. 
- Lack of access and parking provision is limited. 
 
Highways – No comments were received at the time the report was written, any comments 
shall be reported to councillors verbally at Planning Committee. 
 
Yorkshire Water – No observations 
 
IDB - No comments were received at the time the report was written, any comments shall 
be reported to councillors verbally at Planning Committee. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District comprises 
of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humberside (published on 1 December 
2004), the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No3) (adopted in 1995) and the Selby 
District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005). 
 
Relevant policies include:  
 
ENV 1, which seeks to ensure that any proposal complies with all 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. 
 
H2A, which seeks to manage the release of housing land. 
 
H6, which seeks to control housing development in the market towns and villages that are 
capable of accommodating additional growth of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
T2, seeks to control development in relation to accessing the road network. 
 
The site lies within the defined development limits for Brayton and the proposal must 
therefore comply with the above policies of the SDLP. 
 



The relevant issues to be considered are as follows: 
i) Principle of development 
ii) Character and form 
iii) Impact upon residential amenity 
iv) Access 
 
i) Principle of development 
The settlement of Brayton is identified by the Selby District Local Plan (SDLP) as having a 
reasonable service base. It is therefore considered that Brayton is capable of 
accommodating additional growth. 
 
The proposed site currently constitutes domestic curtilage belonging to 9 Moss Green 
Lane. Annex C of PPG3 (Housing) defines domestic curtilage as previously developed 
land (brownfield land). The site is therefore considered to be brownfield land. In principle, 
the concept of siting a house on brownfield land is generally promoted by PPG 3 and the 
Local Plan. 
 
ii) Character and form 
The site lies within a cluster of residential properties, to the west of Brayton. The site is 
positioned to the south of the applicant's property within the existing garden area. 
 
The previous appeal decision was dismissed on the basis that the proposal to build upon 
the land would result in the area appearing cramped and would undermine the open 
character of the area. There has been no significant change from the previously refused 
application. It is therefore considered that the Inspector’s report is a material consideration. 
 
The surrounding area is characterised by bungalows and dwellings of similar scales and 
designs, with similarly sized garden areas. It is considered that the area has a relatively 
spacious character. The applicant's property is a detached bungalow situated upon a 
corner plot. The proposed dwelling would be located within the existing side garden area 
for 9 Moss Green Lane. The proposal would be located approximately 1m from 
Greenacres Crescent and 3m from Moss Green Lane. It is considered that the proximity to 
the streetscene would be detrimental to the spacious character and would result in the 
area being cramped and over-developed in comparison to surrounding properties. It is 
therefore considered that the proposal would be detrimental to the character of the existing 
dwelling and the surrounding area. The proposal would therefore be contrary to policy H6 
of the SDLP. 
 
iii) Impact upon residential amenity 
There are existing properties to the north, south, east and west of the site, lying 
approximately 2m, 23m, 20m and 12m away from the site respectively. 
 
The proposed dwelling would be an acceptable distance from the existing properties to the 
south and east of the site. The proposal would be close to the adjacent dwelling to the 
north of the site. There are no existing windows within the southern elevation of this 
dwelling, and 1 small window to the northern elevation of the proposed dwelling. The 
proposed dwelling has attempted to reduce the impact upon the surrounding properties by 
orientating the dwelling at an angle in relation to the adjacent properties. It is considered 
that this would reduce the potential for overlooking into adjacent properties. 
 
The site constitutes an acceptable area to accommodate a dwelling of this size. The site 
would have a compact garden area to the northwest of the site, and it is considered that 



the amenity space would not be of an acceptable level. In addition, it is considered that the 
amenity space for the existing dwelling, 9 Moss Green Lane, would be reduced to an 
unacceptable level. The proposal is considered to be inappropriate and would not comply 
with policy ENV 1(1) of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
iv) Access 
The proposed access would lie to the west of the proposed dwelling, with access onto 
Greenacres Crescent. There have been no comments from the Local Highway Department 
received at the time of writing the report. Any comments received shall be reported 
verbally at the Committee meeting. 
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
There have not been any significant changes from the previously refused application which 
was dismissed on appeal in 2005. It is considered that the proposal would be detrimental 
to the open character of the area, resulting in the over-development of a small brownfield 
site. Although it is considered that the proposal would not significantly increase any 
potential overlooking, it is considered that the dwelling would reduce the amenity space for 
9 Moss Green Lane to an unacceptable level. In addition, there would not be an 
acceptable level of amenity space available for the proposed dwelling. It is therefore 
considered that the proposal would in unacceptable and would not comply with policies 
ENV 1, H2A, H6 and T2 of the SDLP. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be  
 
 
01. The proposal would result in the over-development of a small brownfield site, due to 
the scale of the proposed dwelling. The proposal would be detrimental to the character 
and appearance of the surrounding area. The proposal is therefore considered to be 
unacceptable and contrary to policies ENV 1 and H7 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
02. The proposal would reduce the amenity area for the existing dwelling to an 
unacceptable level, being detrimental to the character of the area and the residential 
amenity of the residents of that dwelling. Therefore, the proposal would be contrary to 
Policy H7 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
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Barff Lodge, Mill Lane, Brayton
2006/1626/FUL



  
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/20/304C/PA 
2006/1626/FUL 

PARISH: Brayton Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr. D Peart VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

13 December 2006 
 
7 February 2007 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Erection of a conservatory to the front 

LOCATION: Barff Lodge 
Mill Lane 
Brayton 
Selby 
North Yorkshire 
YO8 9LB 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The application seeks planning permission for the erection of a conservatory to the front of 
Barff Lodge, Mill Lane, Brayton. The application is to be determined by the Planning 
Committee because the proposal has been submitted by a councillor. 
 
The property is sited on an area of land raised substantially higher than Mill Lane, and 
served by a private access that leads to land owed by Yorkshire Water, and that serves 
two dwellings in total. 
 
An annex is included within the curtilage of the dwelling, which houses relatives of the 
applicant. 
 
The site is surrounded to the west and east by a detached dwelling on each side, with 
open fields beyond. To the north of the site is the residential annex associated with the 
dwelling, the applicants parking and vehicle turning area, and beyond that is Brayton Barff, 
including an old pump house considered to be of architectural merit. To the south of the 
site is Mill Lane, fields, and then the A63 Selby Bypass. 
 
The dwelling is bounded by 1m high timber fencing to the west, east and south, and the 
site is raised to the south due to the significant slope of the land. The area of land that is 
raised at the southern end of the site, as viewed from Mill Lane, is bounded by timber 
panelling. The applicant’s garden slopes down towards Mill Lane. The curtilage of the 
dwelling to the rear/north is bounded by red brick walling with coping stones varying 
between approximately 1m – 1.5m in height. The general boundary to the garden of the 
dwelling is high level vegetation and trees, with a 2m high red brick wall adjacent to Mill 
Lane. 
 
The conservatory would have a floor area of 4.75m wide by 3.75m deep, would be 2m to 
the eaves, and 3m to the ridge. 
 
History: 
8/20/554/PA – Planning permission granted for the erection of a single storey extension 
with swimming pool on land to the front of Barff Lodge. 
 



CONSULTATIONS 
 
PARISH COUNCIL: No objections subject to neighbours being consulted, and matching 
materials being used. 
 
HIGHWAY AUTHORITY: No objections. 
 
LOCAL RESIDENTS: A site notice was placed near to the site, and letters posted to the 
neighbouring properties. No responses were received towards the proposal. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that "if regard is 
to be had to the Development Plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under 
the planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise".  The Development Plan for the Selby District 
comprises of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humberside (published on 1 
December 2004), the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No3) (adopted in 1995) 
and the Selby District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005). 
 
The site lies outside of the development limits of Brayton, within land allocated as open 
countryside within the Selby District Local Plan. Local Plan policies relevant to this 
proposal are ENV1, DL1 and H14. 
 
The main issues to be taken into account are: 
i) Principle of the development 
ii) Character and form 
iii) Residential amenity 
 
i) Principle of the development 
 
Policy DL1 relates to development within open countryside, and allows for the extension of 
existing buildings. 
 
Policy H14 of the Selby District Local Plan relates to extensions to dwellings outside of the 
defined development limits, and states that such development would normally be permitted 
provided that the proposal would be appropriate to its setting, would not be a 
disproportionate addition to the dwelling, and would be appropriate in terms of the design 
and materials used. 
 
The design of the conservatory and the materials to be used is discussed fully in (ii) below; 
however the conservatory is considered to be small and appropriate in terms of its scale 
and design, and it therefore considered to be acceptable in principle. 
 
ii) Character and form 
 
Policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan relates to the standard of development, and 
the impact of a development on the character of the area, and the layout, design and 
materials used in a development. 
 
The proposed conservatory would be sited on an existing area of timber decking which 
incorporates a hot tub, and would be simple in design, being majority glazed, and with 



white PVCu frames and panels to the base. The hot tub would be relocated elsewhere 
within the site. 
 
The dwelling has previously been extended to create a swimming pool to provide exercise 
and therapy for one of the applicants who is disabled. The conservatory would be sited to 
the south of the dwelling, adjoining the swimming pool. 
 
It is considered that the proposed conservatory would respect the character and 
appearance of the existing dwelling in terms of design and materials, and being small in 
comparison to the overall size of the dwelling, would not result in a disproportionate 
addition to the dwelling. 
 
Whilst the dwelling is partly visible from the Selby Bypass, the proposal would be small a 
substantial distance from the bypass, and would not detrimentally impact upon the 
character and openness of the surrounding open countryside. 
 
It is therefore considered that the conservatory would be acceptable in terms of its scale 
and design, and the impact upon the surrounding area in terms of character and form. The 
proposal is considered to be in accordance with policies ENV1, DL1 and H14 of the Selby 
District Local Plan. 
  
iii) Residential amenity 
 
Policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan states that development should not affect the 
amenity of adjoining occupiers. 
 
The eastern elevation of the proposed conservatory would be approximately 27m from the 
front elevation of the adjacent dwelling Byeways, and would have views towards the 
driveway and parking area to the front of the dwelling. It is considered that the substantial 
distance between the conservatory and any windows to habitable rooms in the front 
elevation of Byeways, and the private amenity space of that dwelling not being overlooked, 
would ensure that no loss of privacy or overshadowing would be experienced by that 
property as a result of the proposal. 
 
The western elevation of the conservatory would be approximately 34m from the front 
elevation of the adjacent property West Cottage. This distance, combined with the 
substantial boundary treatment of trees and vegetation to the western boundary of the 
sites, would ensure that no loss of privacy or overshadowing would be experienced by that 
property. 
 
The annex to the dwelling is sited to the rear of the property, and therefore would not be 
affected by the proposal. 
 
It is therefore considered that the proposal would not result in a detrimental impact upon 
the amenity of the occupiers of adjacent properties by virtue of overlooking or 
overshadowing, and is therefore considered to be acceptable and in accordance with 
policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposed conservatory is considered to be appropriate in terms of the scale, design 
and siting, and would not result in a detrimental impact upon the occupants of 



neighbouring properties by virtue of overlooking or overshadowing. The proposal would 
not result in a disproportionate addition to the property, and would not detrimentally impact 
upon the character of the open countryside. The proposal is therefore considered to be 
acceptable, and in accordance with policies DL1, ENV1 and H14 of the Selby District Local 
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 three years from the date of this permission. 
  
 Reason:  
 In order to comply with the provisions of Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004. 
 
02. The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out otherwise in complete 

accordance with the approved plans and specifications. 
  
 Reason: 
 To ensure that no departure is made from the details approved and that the whole of 

the development is carried out, in order to ensure the development accords with 
Policy ENV1. 

 
03. The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 

conservatory hereby permitted shall match those of the existing building in colour and 
texture, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason:  
 In the interests of visual amenity and in order to comply with Policy ENV1 of the Selby 

District Local Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 



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:

N

S

EW

OS Field No 6142, Greengate Lane, South Duffield
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/17/37D/PA 
2006/1531/FUL 

PARISH: Cliffe Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Beckfield 
Developments 

VALID DATE: 
 

21 November 2006 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Resubmission of refusal 8/17/37C/PA for the erection of fourteen holiday 
cabins, community building and associated works 

LOCATION: Proposed Holiday Cabins On OS Field No 6142 
Greengate Lane 
South Duffield 
Selby 
North Yorkshire 
 
 

 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND: 
 
The application site is a large open field located off Greengate Lane in South Duffield.  
Greengate Lane is a long single track road leading from the A163 with properties located 
sporadically on both sides.  The area is predominantly open with a number of agricultural 
fields and landscaping. 
 
The field to which the application relates is located to the north of Greengate Lane and 
measures approximately 2.25 hectares in size.  The site has good tree coverage around 
the boundary, which screens it from view from all sides. 
 
The application is a resubmission to develop 14 wooden holiday cabins on the site along 
with a community building for use by the occupants and associated facilities.   
 
The 14 cabins comprise 12 single-storey wooden cabins measuring ten metres by six 
metres and two larger two-storey properties measuring ten metres by twenty metres.  All 
of the units are to be developed from wood with wooden roofs. 
 
The community building is intended to house entertainment facilities and a library for users 
of the site, as opposed to a building to be used for organised events or for the wider 
community in the area.  A bike store is also to be developed along with a maintenance 
store, both developed from wood in keeping with the design of the accommodation. 
 
PLANNING HISTORY 
 
A similar scheme has previously been submitted and refused under delegated powers, 
reference 2006/0390/FUL.  The reasons for refusal given were: 
 
1. The failure of the application to demonstrate a need for the proposal. 
2. The development due to its remote location is considered to be unsustainable. 



3. The proposed access along Greengate Lane is unsuitable to cater for traffic 
generated by the development. 

 
Therefore in determining this application regard must be given to these reasons for refusal 
and the alterations to the scheme to overcome them. 
 
CONSULTATIONS: 
 
PARISH:  No comments received. 
 
HIGHWAYS OFFICER:  Due to the repositioning of the access arrangements no 
objections are raised from the highways officer subject to conditions.  However, concerns 
have been raised over the arrangements for refuse collection from Greengate Lane.  It is 
therefore recommended that this access be closed and internal provision made for refuse 
collection. 
 
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY:  No objections. 
 
YORKSHIRE WATER:  No objections. 
 
THE OUSE AND DERWENT INTERNAL DRAINAGE BOARD: Object on insufficient 
information.  However, at the time of writing this information was being sent to the 
Drainage Board for further consideration. 
 
COUNCIL FOR THE PROTECTION OF RURAL ENGLAND:  Object to the proposal due 
to its remote location, which is visible for some distance, the revised access arrangements 
and their effect on the countryside and sustainability grounds. 
 
ENGLISH NATURE:  No objections. 
 
COMMUNITY SAFETY OFFICER: No objections subject to conditions relating to security 
of the site and the cabins. 
 
TREES AND LANDSCAPE OFFICER:  No objections subject to further landscaping and 
retention of existing boundary treatment. 
 
PLANNING POLICY:  No objections. 
 
PRINCIPAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH OFFICER:  No objections subject to conditions. 
 
NEIGHBOURS:  14 letters of objection have been received from local residents.  A 
number of these relate solely to highways issues and the use of Greengate Lane; however 
this scheme has now been amended to remove this access.  Other issues raised include 
the impact of the two-storey properties and the new access on the countryside, the 
sustainability of the site, the effects on wildlife and drainage.  Concerns were also raised 
over the viability of the scheme and the potential to become housing; however these are 
not considered to be material planning considerations. 



 
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 site is located within open countryside. Therefore, in order for the development to be 
acceptable it must accord with Policy DL1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
COUNTRYSIDE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Policy DL1 is aimed at restricting development in order to safeguard the countryside from 
the adverse effects of development, whilst assisting rural development within the District.  
The preamble to the policy states that it will ‘support proposals which provide essential 
local services, local jobs and community facilities.’ 
 
Policy DL1 states, 
 
‘Development in the countryside, outside the green belt and development limits, will only 
be permitted where the proposal complies with all other relevant policies and the proposal: 
 
1) Would be appropriate in a rural area; or 
2) Involves the re-use, adaption or extension of an existing building; or 
3) Is required to meet the identified social or economic needs of a rural community; or 
4) Would be of direct benefit to the rural economy including additional small-scale 

employment development and the expansion of existing firms. 
 
The site is currently an open field surrounded by landscaping.  The immediate area is 
agricultural land and open countryside with housing and farms sporadically placed.  The 
application proposes to develop the field for use as holiday accommodation.  The nature 
of the development would not be appropriate within defined development limits and it is 
not considered sufficient space would be available.  It is therefore considered that the use 
is acceptable in a rural area and therefore in accordance with Policy DL1. 
  
NEW TOURIST ACCOMODATION 
 
The Selby District Local Plan makes provision for new tourist accommodation. However 
the policies relate specifically to extending existing businesses or providing for new 
accommodation in the form of either caravan or camp sites.  There is therefore no specific 
provision for the development of holiday lodges or cabins of this nature.  Despite this, the 
principles are similar to those for a caravan site and guidance is contained in PPS7. 
 
Policy RT12 states that proposals for touring caravan and camping facilities will be 
permitted provided that: 



 
1) The proposal would not have a significant adverse effect on the character and open 

appearance of the countryside, or harm acknowledged conservation interests; 
2) Any proposals for development within the locally important landscape areas, as 

defined on the proposals map, would conserve and enhance the landscape quality 
of the area in terms of scale, siting, layout, design, materials and landscaping; 

3) The proposal would not be visually intrusive and would be well screened by existing 
vegetation, or would incorporate a substantial amount of landscaping; 

4) The site would have good access to the primary road network; 
5) The proposal would not create conditions prejudicial to highway safety or which 

would have a significant adverse effect on local amenity; 
6) Any new ancillary buildings or structures are essential to providing basic services 

on the site; and 
7) The number of pitches in any one would be in proportion to the locally resident 

population so as not to disrupt community life. 
 
The site is in a predominantly open area; however it is set back a significant distance from 
the most common public viewpoints of neighbouring settlements or the A163.  The main 
intrusion is from views along Greengate Lane, a single-track road and a small amount of 
properties in the immediate vicinity.  Further to this the site currently benefits form a large 
amount of screening around the perimeter, which reduces the views into the site.  The 
internal layout has also been designed to minimise visual intrusion by ensuring that the 
two larger two-storey properties are located at the end of the site furthest from Greengate 
Lane. 
 
The design and choice of materials also reflect the rural character of the area and ensure 
that the visual prominence of the properties is significantly reduced. 
 
The proposals do include three ancillary buildings to be constructed in the same design 
and materials. These include a storage shed for bikes, a maintenance shed and a 
community building to include seating areas and entertainment facilities for the occupants.  
Due to the nature of the properties and the design it is considered that they are both 
essential and don’t have an adverse effect on the visual amenity of the area. 
 
PPS7 gives further guidance on holiday accommodation located in the open countryside. 
Paragraph 39 states:  
 
In considering planning policies and development proposals for static holiday and touring 
caravan parks and holiday chalet developments, planning authorities should: 
 
(i) carefully weigh the objective of providing adequate facilities and sites with the need to 
protect landscapes and environmentally sensitive sites, and examine the scope for 
relocating any existing, visually or environmentally-intrusive sites away from sensitive 
areas, or for re-location away from sites prone to flooding or coastal erosion; 
 
(ii) where appropriate (eg in popular holiday areas), set out policies in LDDs on the 
provision of new holiday and touring caravan sites and chalet developments, and on the 



expansion and improvement of existing sites and developments (eg to improve layouts 
and provide better landscaping); and 
 
(iii) ensure that new or expanded sites are not prominent in the landscape and that any 
visual intrusion is minimised by effective, high-quality screening. 
 
The CPRE in their consultation response considered that section (iii) was not being 
complied with by this application.  However, it is considered that due to the existing 
landscaping on the site and further landscaping to be provided the visual intrusion would 
be minimised. 
 
Since the application is for tourist accommodation and it is located in the countryside it is 
considered necessary to enforce a condition limiting the times when the properties can be 
occupied.  The applicants have confirmed that some of the units will be sold to individuals 
to use and lease out whilst others are to remain in the control of the applicant to be leased 
out.  In order to ensure that none of the properties are lived in on a permanent basis and 
occupied as residential dwellings, a time limit of eleven months of the year is to be 
implemented.  Due to concerns over security and the isolated location of the application 
site it is not considered acceptable to close the whole site for one month, leaving it empty.  
Therefore it is proposed to enable half of the cabins to operate from January to November 
and the other half during the months of February to December.  This way it will ensure that 
throughout December and January there will be residents on the site without any of the 
properties being used on a permanent basis for the whole year. 
 
NEED 
 
The previous planning application was refused as no justification showing the need for the 
development was submitted.  However, it is acknowledged that the Selby District Local 
Plan states new tourist accommodation ‘may take the form of close association with a 
particular facility, either proposed or existing.’  The applicant has provided supporting 
information to justify the siting of the accommodation.  The new proposals show 
landscaping and the inclusion of a pond to encourage wildlife to the area and information 
has been provided by the applicant showing the site linking to the nature conservation 
areas in the locality, including Skipwith Common.  On this basis it is considered that the 
development is linked to an existing facility in the area. 
  
SUSTAINABILITY 
 
Paragraph 40 of PPS7 states that: 
 
‘Planning authorities should support the provision of other forms of self-catering holiday 
accommodation in rural areas where this would accord with sustainable development 
objectives. The re-use and conversion of existing non-residential buildings for this purpose 
may have added benefits, eg as a farm diversification scheme.’ 
 
The site is located in a rural area and doesn’t include the conversion of an existing 
property.  Despite the isolated location of the proposed development it is linked to a road 



network and proposes footpaths to nearby residential settlements.  The applicant has 
shown that services are available in the area and although the site doesn’t benefit from 
local services and shops it is considered that due to the nature of the proposal it can still 
be considered sustainable.  In order to fully achieve a fully sustainable location for new 
tourist accommodation it would need to be situated within a defined settlement. Due to site 
availability and other considerations this would be unlikely to be viable or appropriate.  
 
RESIDENTIAL AMENITY 
 
Policy ENV1 states,  
 
‘Proposals for development will be permitted provided a good quality of development 
would be achieved.  In considering proposals the District Council will take account of: 
 
The effect upon the character of the area or the amenity of adjoining occupiers;’ 
 
The site is in a relatively isolated location away from residential dwellings; therefore issues 
of overlooking, overshadowing or the new development being over-dominant do not occur.  
Due to the new location of the access road it is also considered that noise and disturbance 
arising from vehicles will be reduced.  It is therefore considered that the proposed 
development will have no detrimental effect on the residential amenity of neighbouring 
properties and is appropriate in this location in accordance with Policy ENV1 of the Selby 
District Local Plan. 
 
VISUAL AMENITY 
 
Further to this, part 4 of ENV1 states that ‘the standard of layout, design and materials in 
relation to the site and its surroundings and associated landscaping’ must also be 
considered. 
 
The proposed cabins and ancillary buildings are to be constructed from wood to ensure 
that the design and materials maintain the rural characteristics of the area.  The materials 
also ensure that the buildings do not look as prominent in the area and blend in with the 
landscaping that already exists and is proposed.  The layout of the site internally has also 
been arranged to ensure that the smaller buildings are in the more prominent positions 
whilst the larger two storey properties are away from public viewpoints, and are well 
screened. 
 
The new access road is to be created across an existing field. However it is intended to 
plant a hedgerow along its entirety to screen it and vehicles from view.  Subject to suitable 
landscaping it is therefore considered acceptable. 
 
HIGHWAYS SAFETY 
 
Policy T1 states, 
 



‘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.’ 
 
The previous application was refused on the basis that the proposed access 
arrangements onto Greengate Lane were considered unsuitable to accommodate the 
traffic that would be generated.  This application has therefore proposed a new access 
road to give direct access onto the A163.  The revised access arrangements have been 
assessed and no highways objections are raised.  However, there are concerns regarding 
an access being maintained on Greengate Lane for refuse collection.  There are concerns 
that this access may be used by occupants of the properties and that Greengate Lane 
would be blocked for a long period of time whilst refuse collection was made.  It is 
therefore considered necessary to condition that an internal area be made available for 
refuse vehicles and the internal arrangements designed so that occupants of the 
properties cannot gain access from Greengate Lane.  Subject to this the application is 
considered acceptable in accordance with Policy T1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
SECURITY 
 
Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 provides a responsibility on Local 
Authorities to take account of crime prevention when determining planning applications.  
Consultation with the Architectural Liaison Officer raised concerns over the isolated 
location and the lack of natural surveillance.  However, no objections to the proposed 
development were raised subject to conditions regarding CCTV, alarm systems and 
landscaping.  Unfortunately not all of the recommendations can be implemented via 
condition; however recommendations can be passed on in the form of an informative note. 
 
LANDSCAPING 
 
Policy ENV21 (A) states ‘Where appropriate, proposals for development should 
incorporate landscaping as an integral element in the layout and design, including the 
retention of existing trees and hedgerows, and planting of native, locally occurring 
species.’ 
 
The application shows existing landscaping around the perimeter of the site and further 
planting along the new access road.  However no details as to numbers and species are 
provided.  Due to the nature of the development and the prominent location of the site 
landscaping will play an important role in securing the site and improving the visual 
amenity of the site.  A detailed landscaping scheme is therefore required and should 
therefore be conditioned accordingly as part of any approval 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The proposed development is considered to be acceptable in a rural area and due to the 
design, materials and landscaping is considered to have a minimal impact on the visual 
amenity of the surrounding countryside.  The revised access arrangements onto the A163 
ensure the site is sufficiently serviced and previous concerns of need and sustainability 



have been addressed.  The proposed development is therefore considered to be 
acceptable subject to a number of conditions. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Granted subject to the following conditions: 
 
 
 1 The development for which permission is hereby granted shall be begun within a 

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

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
 2 Prior to the commencement of development details of the materials to be used in 

the construction of the exterior walls and roof(s) of the proposed cabins, communal 
building and bike shelter shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority, and only the approved materials shall be utilised. 

  
 Reason:  
 In the interests of visual amenity and in order to comply with Policy ENV1 of the 

Selby District Local Plan. 
 
 3 Prior to the commencement of development details of the means of site enclosure 

shall be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
means of enclosure shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details 
prior to the development being brought into beneficial use and thereafter shall be 
maintained as such. 

  
 Reason:  
 To safeguard to the rights of control by the Local Planning Authority in the interests 

of amenity and in order to comply with Policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
 4 Before any development is commenced the approval of the Local Planning 

Authority is required to a scheme of landscaping and tree planting for the site, 
indicating inter alia the number, species, heights on planting and positions of all 
trees, shrubs and bushes. Such scheme as approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority shall be carried out in its entirety within the period of twelve 
months beginning with the date on which development is commenced, or within 
such longer period as may be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority. 
All trees, shrubs and bushes shall be adequately maintained for the period of five 
years beginning with the date of completion of the scheme and during that period 
all losses shall be made good as and when necessary. 

  
 Reason: 



 To safeguard the rights of control by the Local Planning Authority in the interests of 
amenity having had regard to Policy ENV1 of the Selby District Local Plan. 

 
 5 Notwithstanding the details provided there shall be no vehicular access for 

occupants of the cabins from Greengate Lane. 
  
 Reason:  In the interests of highways safety in accordance with Policy T1 of the 

Selby District Local Plan. 
 
 6 The units marked as plots 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11 and 13 on the enclosed plan shall only 

be occupied during the period 1st January to 30th November. 
  
 Reason: In order to ensure that the site is used as holiday accommodation and not 

for permanent residential dwellings in accordance with Policy DL1 of the Selby 
District Local Plan. 

 
 7 The units marked as plots 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12 and 14 on the enclosed plan shall only 

be occupied during the period 1st February to 31st December. 
  
 Reason: In order to ensure that the site is used as holiday accommodation and not 

for permanent residential dwellings in accordance with Policy DL1 of the Selby 
District Local Plan. 
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APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/19/1383C/PA 
2006/1247/FUL 

PARISH: Selby 

APPLICANT: 
 

Lafarge 
Aggregates Ltd 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

20 November 2006 
 
19 February 2007 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Retention of, and continued use of existing Concrete Batching Point 
(Previously granted planning permission on the 4th June 2003 under ref 
8/19/1383A/PA, for a temporary period until December 2006) including 
importation of constituent materials and manufacture and delivery of ready 
mix concrete on a permanent basis at Land North of Unit 15, Cochranes 
Industrial Estate 

LOCATION: Lafarge Aggregates 
Carr Street 
Selby 
North Yorkshire 
YO8 8AW 
 

 
 
DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
The application seeks planning permission for the retention of, and continued use of an 
existing concrete batching plant, including the importation of constituent materials, and the 
manufacture and delivery of ready mix concrete. 
 
The existing operations on site were granted permission on 4th June 2003 under ref: 
8/19/1383A/PA, for a temporary period until 19th December 2006. The reason for the 
temporary permission was to allow the Local Planning Authority to assess the impact of 
the use of the site upon the amenities of the residents of Carr Street. The proposal does 
not involve any alteration to the way in which the site currently operates. 
 
The site has been in operation for over two years, with raw materials being delivered to the 
site, and ready mixed concrete exported from the site. The site is accessed by vehicles 
travelling along Carr Street. 
 
Carr Street comprises of numerous terraced residential properties. Metal gates exist at the 
northern end of Carr Street, leading to the Cochranes Industrial Estate. The site lies within 
the centre of the industrial estate. 
 
The site is surrounded to all sides by industrial units/development. The site itself is 
bounded by 2m high palisade fencing, and comprises of 2 storage bays, 2 silos, a crane 
and operator’s cab, a sand and aggregate hopper, four small buildings, and other various 
ancillary equipment. 
 
History: 
8/19/1383A/PA –Temporary planning permission granted for the erection of a ready mix 
concrete batching plant for the manufacture and distribution of ready mixed concrete. This 
permission was given temporarily to allow the Local Planning Authority to consider the 
impact of the development on the residents of Carr Street. 
 



8/19/1383B/PA - Planning permission granted for the removal of condition 11 of planning 
permission ref: 8/10/1383A/PA (controlled use of the mixer drum). 
 
CONSULTATIONS 
 
PARISH COUNCIL: The Town Council has no objection to the continued use of the 
Batching Point but would not wish to see future development on the site that would 
exacerbate existing problems (dust and noise problems for the residents of Carr Street). 
The Council refers to plans for another access road to the site, going around the rear of 
Carr Street, and would ask the Planning Authority to pursue this alternative route. 
  
YORKSHIRE WATER: Observations are not required. 
 
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY: No objections to the proposed development, but made 
comments with regard to the following matters: 
- It is the applicant’s responsibility to ensure that their operations do not cause or 
exacerbate flooding problems for others. 
- Prior written consent is required for any proposed works within 8m of the top of the bank 
of the River Ouse, or within 8m of any flood defence maintained by the Agency. 
- Access to the floodgates should not be obstructed and operations on the site must not 
interfere with the operation of the floodgates. 
- There should be no foul or contaminated drainage from the site into groundwater or any 
surface waters. 
 
This information has been sent separately to the applicant. Therefore it is considered 
unnecessary to attach these matters as informatives to any approval of this scheme. 
 
LOCAL PLANS: No comments received within the allotted time. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: The proposals are satisfactory. 
 
HIGHWAYS AUTHORITY: No objections. 
 
 LOCAL RESIDENTS: A site notice was placed near to the site, and letters sent to 
neighbouring units, and all residents on Carr Street. No letters of objection were received. 
 
POLICIES AND ISSUES: 
 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states "if regard is to be 
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise".  The development plan for the Selby District comprises 
of the Regional Spatial Strategy for Yorkshire and Humberside (published on 1 December 
2004), the North Yorkshire Structure Plan (Alteration No3) (adopted in 1995) and the Selby 
District Local Plan (adopted on 8 February 2005). 
 
The site is located within the development limits of Selby, therefore policies ENV1, EMP6 
and T1 of the Selby District Local Plan are applicable. North Yorkshire County Structure 
Plan policy I6 is also considered to be relevant. 
 
The key issues to consider as part of this application are: 
 



i) Principle of the proposal 
ii) Character and form 
iii) Residential amenity & highway issues 
iv) Importation of materials by barge 
 
i) Principle of the proposal 
 
This application seeks the permanent continued use of the site as a concrete batching 
plant. The site lies within the development limits of Selby, and within an existing industrial 
estate. Therefore the use is considered to be appropriate for the area immediately 
surrounding the site. 
 
The original permission was granted temporarily in order to allow the Local Planning 
Authority to assess the use of the site upon the residents of Carr Street, due to the fact 
that any vehicles associated with the use would have to access the site along Carr Street. 
 
Policy I6 of the North Yorkshire County Structure Plan relates to industry and employment, 
and reads as follows: 
 
Industrial and commercial development will normally be permitted within, or where 
appropriate, adjoining, existing industrial estates/areas and on sites located within, or in 
close proximity to a built up area. 
 
Policy EMP6, whilst relating mainly to new uses or expansion of existing uses, is 
nevertheless considered to be relevant, and the relevant part of that policy reads as 
follows: 
  
….. will be permitted provided: 
 
1) There is no significant adverse effect on existing businesses; 
 
2) The proposal would not create conditions prejudicial to highway safety or which would 
have a significant adverse effect on local amenity; and 
 
3) The proposal would achieve a standard of design, materials and landscaping 
appropriate to the locality and would not have a significant adverse effect on the 
appearance or character of the surrounding area. 
 
(B) Elsewhere within defined development limits, such development will be permitted 
provided the above criteria are satisfied and: 
 
1) The nature and scale of the proposal is appropriate to the locality; 
 
2) The proposals would not prejudice the future comprehensive development of land; and 
 
3) The proposal would not harm acknowledged nature conservation interests or result in 
the loss of open space of recreation or amenity value or which is intrinsically important to 
the character of the area. 
 
The site lies within an existing industrial area, and within a wider built-up area, and the 
proposal to retain the use is considered to be acceptable in principle. 
 



ii) Character and form 
 
The general appearance of the Cochranes Industrial Estate is relatively untidy and 
unkempt. The existing Lafarge site is located in a small 0.1 hectare corner of the estate, 
and is relatively unseen from the main adjacent residential area, or in fact from within the 
industrial estate. 
 
The existing business is small, with little above-ground built development within the site 
other than 2 storage bays, 2 silos, a crane and operator’s cab, a sand and aggregate 
hopper, four small buildings, and other various ancillary equipment. The main area to the 
front of the site is used by the vehicles that visit the site, for parking and manoeuvring 
within the site. 
 
The site is considered to be in keeping with the character and appearance of the industrial 
estate, and is of such a distance from Carr Street so as not to have a detrimental impact 
upon the character of that residential area. 
 
It is therefore considered that the continued use of the site as a concrete batching plant 
would not be detrimental to the character and appearance of the surrounding area, and 
would comply with policies ENV1 and EMP6 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
iii) Residential amenity & highway issues 
 
The issue of residential amenity was the main issue that resulted in only a temporary 
permission being approved initially for this site. The temporary consent was given to allow 
the Local Planning Authority to assess the impact of the proposal on the residents of Carr 
Street, particularly in relation to the vehicular movements associated with the site. 
 
The Council’s Environmental Health section have been consulted on the proposals and 
have raised no concerns towards the continued use of the site. It is however considered 
necessary by the Local Planning Authority to attach many of the conditions attached to the 
original permission regarding deliveries, loading and unloading, and general activity on the 
site. 
 
A vehicular movements survey was submitted in response to a Section 106 agreement 
that was signed in relation to the previous temporary approval. This assessment showed 
the average type of vehicle related to the site travelling along Carr Street per day, the 
number of vehicle movements per day, and the times of movement. This has been 
assessed by the County Highway Officer, and is considered to be acceptable. The 
applicant has arranged for Carr Street to be swept on a regular basis at their expense in 
order to minimise any loss of amenity from dust or dirt for the residents. 
 
A Section 106 agreement signed in relation to the previous approval required the following: 
 
- No more than 19 vehicles entering or leaving the site in any one day (hours 
restricted) – i.e. 38 vehicle movements per day. 
- Daily log to be kept of all HGVs entering and leaving the site. 
- A report detailing the above, within 3 months of the end of the financial year. 
- The above report to be assessed by an auditor when requested. 
- Details of steps taken to secure grant aid for the provision of a facility to enable 
importation by barge. 
 



It is considered appropriate to require certain of these matters (with the exception of the 
securing of grant aid, which is discussed separately below) to be re-attached to any new 
approval, but in the form of a condition rather than through a new legal agreement   
 
Furthermore, no objections have been received from local residents, which implies that 
this operation is not having any adverse effect on their amenity. 
 
iv) Importation of materials by barge 
 
The existing Section 106 agreement required the applicant to regularly submit details of 
steps taken to secure grant aid for the provision of a facility to enable importation of by 
barge. 
 
Information was submitted by the applicant in September 2005 stating that discussions 
had taken place with the Environment Agency regarding the wharf, and flood protection 
measures. The Environment Agency had confirmed that they would object to the storage 
of materials on the floodplain, that the secure fencing of the site would not be viewed 
favourably as flood flows may be affected, and that any plant required to be used within 
the floodplain would need to be mobile in order to ensure safe relocation during flood 
conditions. 
 
It had been established by the applicant that at the time of submission of the original 
application (2001), grant aid of around 90-100% may have been available. However, that 
contribution subsequently dropped to around 50% or less. Lafarge would have been 
required to invest around £250,000, which, according to the applicant would not be 
economically viable, due to the minimal financial benefit of transporting aggregate by 
barge from Nottinghamshire as opposed to by road from Masham. 
 
The amount of grant aid has been explored by the applicant, including freight facility 
grants, enterprise grants and regional selective assistance. However, the level of 
contribution available is so small as to preclude viable investment into the wharf by 
Lafarge. It is therefore considered to be unreasonable and unnecessary to now require the 
applicant to consider this issue. The applicant would also be further hindered by the 
restrictions that would be imposed by the Environment Agency and the fact that a flood 
defence now exists on this stretch of the river. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
It is considered that, by virtue of vehicle movement times and numbers, and conditions 
imposed regarding the sheeting of vehicles and removal of mud from vehicles, the 
proposed permanent retention of the current operations at this site would not detrimentally 
impact upon the amenities of the residents of Carr Street and surrounding areas. The site 
cannot be viewed from the public highway, and is considered to be in keeping with the 
character and form of the general surrounding industrial area. The proposal is therefore 
considered to be acceptable, and in accordance with policies ENV1, EMP6 and T1 of the 
Selby District Local Plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
This application is recommended to be Granted  subject to the following conditions: 
 
 



01. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, the number of 
heavy good vehicle movements associated with the normal daily operation of the site, 
and comprising the importation of raw materials required for the manufacture of ready 
mixed concrete to the site and the exportation of processed materials from the site, 
shall not exceed thirty eight movements in any full working day; this being no more 
than nineteen vehicles entering and leaving the site in any one day. The hours of 
these vehicle movements shall be from 09.00 to 17.00 Monday to Friday, and 09.00 
to 12.00 on a Saturday, and not at all on a Sunday. Such vehicles shall be prohibited 
from travelling in excess of twenty miles per hour whilst travelling along Carr Street 
when travelling either to or from the site. 

  
 Reason: 
 In order to protect the amenities of the residents of Carr Street and the surrounding 

areas, having had regard to policies ENV1 and EMP6 of the Selby District Local Plan. 
 
02. A daily log shall be kept  on the site of all heavy goods vehicles entering and leaving 

the site, including details of the registration number of the vehicles and time of arrival 
and departure. A copy of the log shall be made available for inspection by the Council 
on request. 

  
 Reason: 
 In order to allow for the accurate monitoring of vehicle movements associated with 

the site, in the interests of the amenities of residents of Carr Street and the 
surrounding areas, having had regard to policies ENV1 and EMP6 of the Selby 
District Local Plan. 

 
03. No activity shall be carried out on the site outside the hours of 07.00 to 18.00 Monday 

to Friday and 07.00 to 13.00 on Saturdays unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: 
 In order to safeguard the amenities of the residents of Carr Street. 
 
04. Any delivery, loading and unloading or aggregate shall be restricted to the hours of 

09.00 to 17.00 Monday to Friday, and 09.00 to 12noon on Saturday, unless otherwise 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of safeguarding the amenities of residents on Carr Street. 
 
05. There shall be no means of vehicular access to or from the application site other than 

from Abbot's Road, Carr Street, East Common Lane and Thief Lane, Selby unless 
otherwise approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. No vehicles with a 
GVW of more than 7.5 tonnes visiting the site shall use Abbot's Road. 

  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of highway safety. 
 



06. 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, within one month from the date of this 
permission. These facilities shall include the provision of wheel washing facilities 
where considered necessary by the Local Planning Authority. These precautions, if 
not already available at the time when the details are submitted, shall be made 
available within one month from the date of the approval of the details, and be kept 
available and in full working order until such time as the Local Planning Authority 
agrees to their withdrawal. 

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

interests of highway safety. 
 
07. Open vehicles collecting concrete from the site shall be securely sheeted. 
  
 Reason: 
 To ensure that no debris is deposited on the carriageway in the interests of highway 

safety. 
 
08. All on-site areas, used for the storage of aggregates and sand, shall be covered in a 

manner which prevents the wind blow of such materials. 
  
 Reason: 
 In the interests of the amenities of the occupiers of adjacent premises. 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
___________________________________________________________________
 
Title: Tree Preservation Orders – Confirmation 
  
To: Planning Committee 
  
Date: 31st January, 2006 
  
Service Area: Legal and Democratic Services 
  
Author: Jenny Barker – Legal Typist 
  
Presented by: Mike Rice 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1. Purpose of Report  
 
1.1 To inform the Committee of two Tree Preservation Orders already served and 

ready for confirmation. 
 
2. Recommendation 
 
2.1 That the under-mentioned Tree Preservation Orders be confirmed as 

unopposed Orders:- 
 

Tree Preservation Order No. 16/2006 Whitley Lodge, Selby Road, Whitley 
Tree Preservation Order No. 17/2006 19 Mill Lane, Brayton 

 
3. Executive Summary 
 
3.1 This is contained in the supporting information. 
 
4. The Report  
 
4.1 In accordance with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

the above-mentioned Tree Preservation Orders have been served. The period 
for objection/representation has expired and none have been received in 
respect of the Orders. 

 
5. Financial Implications  
 
5.1 There are no financial implications. 



6. Link to Corporate Plan 
 
6.1 Work in this area ensures the Council fulfils its statutory obligations. 
 
7. How Does This Report Link to Council’s Priorities? 
 
7.1  Corporate Objective Number 4 – to protect environmental quality and safety by 

promoting green issues. 
 
8. Impact on Corporate Policies 
 
8.1 Service Improvement No Impact 

 
8.2 Equalities No Impact 

 
8.3 Community Safety and Crime No Impact 

 
8.4 Procurement No Impact 

 
8.5 Risk Management No Impact 

 
8.6 Sustainability No Impact 

 
8.7 Value for Money No Impact 
 
9. Background Papers 
 
9.1 Correspondence on file 6510 and 6519 in the Legal Services Section. 
 
 



BOARD/COMMITTEE REPORT FRONT SHEET 
 

BOARD/COMMITTEE :  
 

DATE OF MEETING:  
 

TITLE OF ITEM:  
 

BY:  
 

IS THIS REPORT IN PRIVATE 
SESSION? 

YES/NO 

 
Have the following implications been checked with the relevant officers? 
(Please tick relevant boxes) 
 
 Finance      Staffing & Personnel  Legal 
 
 Best Value      Corporate Plan   IT 
 
 Sustainability                Human Rights Act  Community Safety 
 
 Other please specify: _______________________________________ 
 
Please indicate by ticking boxes as appropriate: 
 
The report requires a decision by Elected Members        

          
Decision by this Board/Committee 
Recommended to another committee of Council? 

      
If recommended please specify which Committee or Council __________________ 
 
The report is for information only 
(Please attach a brief summary of the report – to be reproduced on the agenda) 

 
THIS FRONT SHEET MUST BE SIGNED BY THE FOLLOWING 
BEFORE BEING PASSED TO THE DEMOCRATIC SERVICES 

SECTION 
 

Compiled By: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Approved by Head of Service: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Head of Service – Finance and Central Services: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Head of Service – Legal and Democratic Services: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Chief Executive: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

 
DEADLINES MUST BE STRICTLY ADHERED TO 

LATE REPORTS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED 

MH32                                                                                             



 
 
 

Agenda Item No: 9 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Tree Preservation Order No 12/2006 - School House, 

South Duffield 
  
To: Planning Committee 
  
Date: 31 January 2007 
  
Service Area: Planning and Economic Development 
  
Author: Mike Harrison, Tree & Landscape Officer 
  
Presented by: Helen Drye - Head of Service, Planning and 

Economic Development  
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To inform Members of Tree Preservation Order No 12/2006 served on 

15 September 2006 and seek their confirmation of the Order.  
  
2 Recommendation 
  
2.1 That Councillors confirm Tree Preservation Order No 6/2006. 

 
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 The Tree Preservation Order relates to a mature Lime tree.  The tree was 

selected in line with the guidance on this matter. 
 

3.2 The site was the subject of an application to construct a new detached 
dwelling that required the felling of five trees on the site. 
 

3.3 The objection relates to the effect the tree will have on development 
although the application for the dwelling has now been refused and 
therefore the objection may be irrelevant. 
 

3.4 Retention of the Lime will create constraints on development of the site, 
however, it should not obstruct if it is considered in the design and 
construction of any new dwelling.  I therefore recommend Members 
confirm the Order in the interests of maintaining the amenity and character 
of the area. 
 

4 The Report 
MH32                                                                                             
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4.1  
  
5 Financial Implications 
  
5.1 There are no financial implications. 
  
6 Conclusions 
  
6.1  

 
7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1  
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1  
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
No Impact 

9.2 Equalities 
 

No Impact  
9.3 Community Safety and Crime 

 
No Impact 

9.4 Procurement 
 

No Impact  
9.5 Risk Management 

 
No Impact  

9.6 Sustainability 
 

No Impact  
9.7 Value for Money 

 
No Impact  

10 Background Papers 

  
10.1 Background documents are held by the Tree and Landscape Officer in the 

Planning Department.  
 
 
 



BOARD/COMMITTEE REPORT FRONT SHEET 
 

BOARD/COMMITTEE :  
 

DATE OF MEETING:  
 

TITLE OF ITEM:  
 

BY:  
 

IS THIS REPORT IN PRIVATE 
SESSION? 

YES/NO 

 
Have the following implications been checked with the relevant officers? 
(Please tick relevant boxes) 
 
 Finance      Staffing & Personnel  Legal 
 
 Best Value      Corporate Plan   IT 
 
 Sustainability                Human Rights Act  Community Safety 
 
 Other please specify: _______________________________________ 
 
Please indicate by ticking boxes as appropriate: 
 
The report requires a decision by Elected Members        

          
Decision by this Board/Committee 
Recommended to another committee of Council? 

      
If recommended please specify which Committee or Council ________________ 

   
 
The report is for information only 
(Please attach a brief summary of the report – to be reproduced on the agenda) 

 
THIS FRONT SHEET MUST BE SIGNED BY THE FOLLOWING 
BEFORE BEING PASSED TO THE DEMOCRATIC SERVICES 

SECTION 
 

Compiled By: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Approved by Head of Service: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Head of Service – Finance and Central Services: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Head of Service – Legal and Democratic Services: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

Chief Executive: Signature: Date: 
 

Time: 
 

 
DEADLINES MUST BE STRICTLY ADHERED TO 

LATE REPORTS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED 
 

MH31 



 
 
 

Agenda Item No: 9 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Tree Preservation Order No 13/2006 - ‘Marybern’, 

Green Lane, Stutton 
  
To: Planning Committee 
  
Date: 31 January 2007 
  
Service Area: Planning and Economic Development 
  
Author: Mike Harrison, Tree and Landscape Officer 
  
Presented by: Helen Drye, Head of Service Planning and Economic 

Development 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To inform Members of Tree Preservation Order No 6/2006 served on 

5 June 2006 and seek their confirmation of the Order.  
 

2 Recommendation(s) 
  
2.1 That Councillors confirm Tree Preservation Order No 6/2006. 
  
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 The Order relates to 3 No trees, 1 No Acer, 1 No Beech and 1 No 

Chestnut.  The trees were selected from several trees that are growing on 
the site in line with the guidance on this matter. 
 

3.2 The site was the subject of an application to construct a number of 
dwellings. 
 

3.3 The objection questioned the history value and suitability of the trees. 
 

3.4 The Parish Council supports the Order as do a number of local residents. 
 

3.5 Although retention of the trees will create some constraints in line with the 
guidance on the protection of trees on development sites, the trees 
selected do not obstruct development and I therefore recommend that 
Members confirm the Order in the interests of protecting some of the 
amenity and character of the area. 

MH31 
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4 The Report 
  
4.1  
  
5 Financial Implications 
  
5.1 There are no financial implications.  
  
6 Conclusions 
  
6.1  

 
7 Link to Corporate Plan 
  
7.1  
  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
  
8.1  
  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
  
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
No Impact 

9.2 Equalities 
 

No Impact  
9.3 Community Safety and Crime 

 
No Impact 

9.4 Procurement 
 

No Impact  
9.5 Risk Management 

 
No Impact  

9.6 Sustainability 
 

No Impact  
9.7 Value for Money 

 
No Impact  

10 Background Papers 

10.1 Background documents are held by the Tree and Landscape Officer in the 
Planning Department. 
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C LIST  APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY COUNTY 
 
 
1. C8/15/4L/PA  Corporate Director, Children & Young People’s Service 
 2006/1440/CPO 

RICCALL  
 

Proposal: Proposed erection of a 15 metre high pole antenna at 
Riccall CP School, Coppergate, RICCALL 

 
 District Council’s  
 Recommendation:  No objections 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
 
 
2. C8/19/223AP/PA Corporate Director, Children & Young People’s Service  
 2006/1432/CPO 
 SELBY  
 

Proposal: Proposed erection of a cycle shelter and helmet store at 
Selby High School, Leeds Road, SELBY 

 
 District Council’s  
 Recommendation:  No objections 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
 
 
3. C8/19/732B/PA Corporate Director, Business and Environmental Services 
 2006/0985/CPO 
 SELBY 
 

Proposal: Proposed construction of an extension to the existing 
Household Waste Recycling Centre, Canal Road, SELBY 

 
 District Council’s  
 Recommendation:  No objections subject to amenity of the new flats on Canal  

Road 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
 



2 

 
4. C8/45/13V/PA  Meakin Properties 
 2006/0395/CPO 
 KIRK SMEATON 
 

Proposal: Proposed extraction of limestone from Areas 1 and 2 to 
stabilise the quarry face at Went Edge Quarry, KIRK 
SMEATON 

 
 District Council’s  
 Recommendation:  No objections 
 
 NYCC Decision: PERMISSION GRANTED CONDITIONALLY 
 
 
5.  C8/999/16Q/PA UK Coal Mining Ltd 
 2006/0774/CPO 

STILLINGFLEET 
 

Proposal: Proposed installation of replacement electricity generation 
plant, temporary drilling of borehole and underground gas 
pipeline at former Stillingfleet Mine, STILLINGFLEET  

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