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2.14

Policy 5/3 of the WLP states that “Proposals for major retail and
community developments will be required to provide facilities for the
public to recycle waste within the related car parking area.”

Selby District Policies and Strategies
2.15

In July 2002 the York and North Yorkshire Waste Management
Partnership (consisting of the County Council, City of York Council and
the North Yorkshire District Councils) published a joint Waste
Management Strategy (Let’s Talk Rubbish – see www.rethinkrubbishnorthyorks.com). This provides the framework for waste management in
the area over the next 20 years through a strategy of re-use, reduce and
recycle.

2.16

The Strategy seeks to meet the series of recycling and recovery targets
outlined in Waste Strategy 2000 and by the Landfill Directive. Selby
District’s recycling target for 2005/06 is 18%.

2.17

In June 2004 the District Council agreed a Statement of the Aims and
Priorities of the Council. This identified eight strategic aims of the Council
and five themes, which will be given priority in the Council’s plans. The
Council also identified twelve key projects, which will address the five
priority themes, contained in the Aim and Priorities Statement. One of the
priority projects is ‘Waste Minimisation and Management’.

2.18

One of the Environment Aims within the Community Strategy 2005–2010
(Draft for Consultation which incorporates the former Local Agenda 21
Action Plan) is to “continue to encourage waste minimisation and work
with partners to develop more environmentally friendly means of
disposal”.

2.19

The Council has published an adopted Waste and Recycling Strategy
2003-06, which also has an approved Action Plan (May 2004). This
includes the 18% target for recycling by 2005/6 as well as an additional
stretch target of just over 20% by 2005/6 through the Local Public
Service Agreement (LPSA) through North Yorkshire County Council. The
document also sets out more detail about the Council’s waste and
recycling services.
Statutory Selby District Local Plan

2.20

The adopted Selby District Local Plan (February 2005) includes the
following objectives as the guiding principles behind the Environment
Policies:
•

To safeguard the environment and the public from the effects of
pollution and to minimise the risk from flooding and hazardous
development.
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•

To ensure that new development meets appropriate technical
requirements and respects the character and amenity of the
locality in which it is situated.

•

To encourage high standards of design and landscaping, and
improvements in environmental quality.

2.21

Policy ENV1 provides that 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
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; the capacity of
local services and infrastructure to serve the proposal, or the
arrangements to be made for upgrading, or providing services and
infrastructure; the standard of layout, design and materials in relation to
the site and its surroundings and associated landscaping; and any other
material considerations.

2.22

Policy CS6 states that the District Council will expect developers to
provide for or contribute to the provision of infrastructure and community
facility needs that are directly related to a development, and to ensure
that measures are incorporated to mitigate or minimise the
consequences of that development. Normally, these requirements will be
imposed through conditions attached to the grant of planning permission.
Where this is not appropriate, the District Council will seek to negotiate
Section 106 planning obligation agreements or undertakings with
developers to secure direct provision and/or a financial contribution
towards the provision of facilities or works, subject to the requirements of
Circular 05/2005 – Planning Obligations that the suchsuch provision
and/or contributions are:

2.23

•

fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the proposed
development; and

•

necessary in planning terms to remedy any shortfalls or adverse
impacts resulting from the proposed development; or

•

necessary to make the proposal acceptable in land use planning
terms.

In determining planning applications, the District Council will need to take
into account all material considerations including design issues and the
provision of ‘infrastructure’ necessary to support the development.
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3.0

Status of this Guidance

3.1

This Guidance is therefore provided to ensure the effective
implementation of the range of policies and strategies outlined in Section
2 above.

3.2

This guidance is included in the Developer Contributions Supplementary
Planning Document as formal Planning Guidance and is a material
consideration in determining planning applications.

3.3

This Planning Guidance relates only to requirements for new residential
developments (including conversions). The Council intends to
supplement this guidance in due course to include advice on
requirements for non-residential developments.

3.4

This Planning Guidance is part of a formal Local Development Document
(LDD) in the form of the Developer Contributions Supplementary
Planning Document (DCSPD) linked to the saved Local Plan policies. It
is therefore subject to statutory consultation and adoption procedures
and as such has greater weight in development control decisions. The
Council’s approved Local Development Scheme (March 2005) sets out a
timetable for the progression of the ‘Developer Contributions’ LDD with
adoption during 2005/2006.

4.0

Design Criteria and Provision for Waste and Recycling

4.1

The aim of this Guidance is to ensure that all new residential
developments (or the change of use or conversion of buildings to
dwellings) are designed to accommodate refuse bins and waste recycling
facilities in a way that readily facilitates the collection of domestic refuse
and materials for recycling without causing harm to residential and visual
amenity.

4.2

Developments should, as appropriate, provide facilities to enable:
•
•
•

4.3

Separation and storage of different types of waste at source;
Kerb-side collection; and
Accessible to centralised facilities for the public to deposit waste for
recycling or recovery (bring systems).

In most cases the Council’s preferred solution will be for developers to
ensure that individual properties are designed to be able to
accommodate storage of the required refuse and recyclable material
containers. Where not practicable then communal storage for containers
should be provided on-site which is appropriately designed (to protect
residential amenity as well as ease of access to deposit and collect). It
may be appropriate in some, larger residential development schemes
that developers provide suitable ‘bring facilities’ in addition to kerb-side
facilities.
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4.4

Design guidance is provided below and further detailed design guidance
and technical requirements are provided in the attached Annexes.

4.5

For individual and semi-detached dwellings (see also detailed
guidance at Annex 1) a storage point for at least the specified containers
should be provided as an integral part of the design of each dwelling.
The provision of recycling and refuse enclosures should be included in
the design of buildings or boundary walls where possible.

4.6

For some flatted, maisonettes and terraced dwellings schemes (for
example where the scale of the overall development is relatively small) it
may also be practicable to provide waste and recyclable materials
storage at individual dwellings. It is however more likely that the most
practicable option will be communal facilities (see also detailed guidance
at Annex 2).

4.7

Where communal facilities are provided these should be:
i)

ii)

iii)

iii)

Provided (either within the building or externally) at suitable
locations within the development to provide waste and
recyclable material storage within a reasonable distance for
each occupier;
Of a high quality and inclusive design taking into account
visual amenity issues as well as community safety and
Secured by Design principles;
Each storage point should be properly constructed, screened
and signed to encourage proper use and ownership by
occupiers; and
Each storage point should have adequate dedicated access for
servicing vehicles, including a level surface for collection staff
to wheel containers.

4.8

For all developments, where bins/containers cannot be practically stored
to the rear or side of a property, well-designed recycling and refused
enclosures should be provided in the forecourt or front garden if there is
no alternative and should be well located in relation to each dwelling.
These should be kept as low as possible for visual amenity and security
purposes; constructed in materials to match the front elevation of the
property; provided with a watertight roof and doors; and screened by
planting with adequate provision of soil, if appropriate.

4.9

Where containers need to be sited at the front of dwellings, a specific
screened storage area should be provided as part of the overall design.
Stands, containers and enclosures should be located conveniently to the
nearest access point for the collection vehicles. Enclosures for mobile
containers should be located where they can be screened from the street
and neighbours; either by structures, buildings or landscaping whilst
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taking into account crime reduction issues and minimising the
opportunities for anti-social behaviour and littering.
4.10

Stands and enclosures must be located not more than 25 metres from
the nearest access point for the collection vehicle; and wheeled
containers not more than 10 metres away from the vehicle access point
and must be on a level surface.

4.11

Access roads and approaches to buildings should be level or have a low
gradient from the refuse storage area. Drop kerbs should be provided to
permit safe transfer of wheeled containers to carriageway level.

5.0

Containers for storing waste and recyclable materials

5.1

The Council will seek, from developers of sites of 4 or more residential
units, a Section 106 obligation agreement or unilateral undertaking to
provide at their own cost containers to the number, size and specification
as detailed in the Annex 3 to this Appendix ese notes..

5.2

For individual housing units this will be two 240 litre wheeled containers
and two 55 litre recycling boxes per dwelling. This requirement may need
to be varied for larger dwellings.

5.3

For developments of flats/apartments and other instances where the
Council has agreed that containers cannot reasonably be provided to
individual residential housing units, wheeled 660-litre and 1100-litre bins
are to be provided (commonly referred to as Euro bins), together with
wheeled 360-litre containers. Where used for recyclable materials these
will have purpose designed lids.

6.0

Access for collection vehicles
(See also technical requirements at Annex 3)

6.1

Provision of waste separation at dwellings inevitably means that there
will be several containers per dwelling placed at the presentation point by
occupiers. Similarly, at communal storage points, material separation will
increase the number of collection journeys per visit.

6.2

The need for adequate access for vehicles and space at the curtilage
should be considered within overall design. The issue of residents
parking blocking access to communal areas should be addressed.

6.3

In no circumstances should distances for wheeling/carrying distances for
collection staff exceed those in Section 4 above and ought on average
within developments, to be significantly less (see also Annexes 1 and 2).
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7.0

Bring Systems

7.1

For larger housing developments, it may be appropriate to provide mini
collection areas for recyclables in addition to kerb-side facilities. There
are cost implications to the Council of servicing this type of ‘bring’ facility
and developers would be required to make a reasonable contribution
towards these costs through a Ss106 agreement.

7.2

Mini collection areas should be sited and laid out to ensure that the
amenities of existing and future residents are not unacceptably adversely
affected. The collection banks should be sited to allow for proper and
safe access and where necessary appropriate screening should be
provided. Such areas should be properly managed to avoid problems of
litter etc.

7.3

Annex 4 to this guidance provides more detailed advice on the location
and design of mini collection areas.

8.0

Use of Planning Conditions and Legal Agreements

8.1

Planning conditions will be used and/or legal agreements or undertakings
will be sought to ensure adequate and appropriate provision for refuse
collection and recycling. It is also considered that in some cases it may
be appropriate to accept ‘Voluntary Contributions’ from developers at the
time of submitting the planning application (see further details below.

8.2

National guidance in Circular 11/95 provides guidance on the use of
planning conditions to deliver facilities necessitated by new development.
Circular 05/2005 provides guidance on the use of ‘planning obligations’
to enhance the quality of development. Policy CS6 of the adopted Selby
District Local Plan sets out that the District Council will seek developer
contributions for appropriate infrastructure and community facilities
required as a result of new development.

8.3

The developer contributions should ensure that new properties are
added to the Council’s overall kerb-side collection scheme when new
residents move into the property. Contributions may also ensure
provision of public ‘bring’ schemes for recyclables in larger schemes, as
appropriate.

8.4

The developer should contact the Recycling Officer to make
arrangements for the timing for payment for bins/containers prior to the
occupation of dwellings either individually or in blocks.

8.5

The usual practice with regard to ensuring the provision of facilities and
collecting development contributions will be by means of condition or a
Section 106 Obligation agreement/undertaking). Where the scale of
provision and/or the monetary contributions required towards recycling
are relatively small and where contributions are not triggered for other

Selby District Local Development Framework

105

November 2006

268

Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document – Adoption Draft

services or facilities, the costs of drafting a legal agreement solely for this
contribution would outweigh the sums involved, in these cases Section
106 undertakings or conditions attached to the planning permission will
be the preferred approach.
8.6

Alternatively, in some cases it may be acceptable for a developer to
make a ‘Voluntary Contribution’ whereby the amount of money that
towards waste and recycling is given to the Council when the application
is submitted. This will be under a simple contract/written agreement that
the contribution will be spent providing curtilage recycling to the
new/refurbished dwellings. If planning permission is granted the payment
will be cashed. If it is not, it will be returned.
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Annexes
Annex 1

Dwellings with Individual Containers

Annex 2

Dwellings with Communal Containers

Annex 3

Technical Specifications

Annex 4

Bring Schemes
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Annex 1
1.

Dwellings provided with individual containers

Containers

Each dwelling will require provision of: One 240 litre wheeled bin, grey-black
One 240 litre wheeled bin, green
One 55 litre recycling box, blue, black lid
One 55 litre recycling box, green, black lid
(The recycling boxes are stackable)
Wheeled bins should be to the appropriate British or Equivalent European
Standard and can be supplied by the Council
The design of recycling boxes may vary by manufacturer. Those supplied
should be of a type approved by the Council’s Recycling Officer. The Council
can supply boxes to an approved pattern.
It is anticipated that wherever practicable in cases of property refurbishment, or
conversion of buildings into housing units, the requirements of this guidance will
apply wherever practicable, including funding by the developer/builder of the
provision of containers at developments of sites with 4 dwellings and over.
Developers of sites where 4 or more dwellings are to be built should contact
the Environmental Health Department Cleansing Section Recycling Help Line
on 01757 292225 regarding the cost for supplying two wheeled bins and two
storage boxes, delivered as one order, to a dwelling, or in batches to a
developer. The costs include the initial cost of publicising the service and is not
intended to fund the ongoing cost of service provision.
2.

Payment methods

The usual practice will be to ensure provision of facilities or collect development
contributions by means of condition or a Section 106 Obligation
agreement/undertaking). Where the scale of provision and/or the monetary
contributions required towards recycling are relatively small and where
contributions are not triggered for other services or facilities, the costs of
drafting a legal agreement solely for this contribution would outweigh the sums
involved, in these cases Section 106 undertakings or conditions attached to the
planning permission will be the preferred approach
Alternatively, in some cases it may be acceptable for a developer/builder to
make a ‘Voluntary Contribution’ wherein the required amount towards waste
and recycling is given to the Council when the application is submitted. This will
be under a simple contract/written agreement that the contribution will be spent
providing curtilage recycling to the new/refurbished dwellings. If planning
permission is granted the payment will be cashed. If it is not, it will be returned.
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3.

Access/Storage

Council policy is that refuse containers are presented on collection days at the
curtilage of the property by the occupiers of individual dwellings. Adequate
access from the container storage point should be provided to facilitate this.
Wheeled bins are easy to manoeuvre, providing that they are not overfilled, and
short flights of steps (up to 3 steps) can be negotiated. Gradients of access
paths should not exceed 1 in 10.
Visual impact can be minimised by considering container storage at the design
stage. To discourage wheeled bins from being left visibly in front gardens to the
detriment of visual amenity, wheeled bin stores or purpose designed screening
should be provided to the front of all new properties and at refurbished
properties where practicable, where there is no alternative such as: •
•

Defined space within a garage where bins can be stored, or
Rear access to allow storage of containers at the rear of the dwelling and
removal to the property curtilage.

Where there is adequate access to the rear of the dwelling, a sufficient suitable
paved area should be provided for stationing the wheeled containers and
boxes.
4.

Access for refuse and recycling vehicles

All access roads to be used by refuse and/or recycling vehicles, whether private
or adopted shall; be designed in accordance with the requirements of North
Yorkshire County Council relating to highways designed to take vehicles of not
less than 28 tonnes gross vehicle weight.
Refuse and recycling vehicles must be able to gain access to within 25 metres
of the designated presentation point for collection at any individual property
curtilage.
The presentation point for dwellings served by shared driveways constructed of
brick pavers or other surface considered liable to damage due by frequent
access by collection vehicles will be designated as where such driveway abuts
the adopted highway.

Selby District Local Development Framework

109

November 2006

272

Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document – Adoption Draft

Annex 2

1.

Dwellings provided with communal waste and recycling
facilities

Containers

It may be practicable for small new developments to have some individual
waste and recyclables storage. In terraced development, preference might be
for purpose designed screened individual storage areas.
It is also anticipated that wherever practicable in cases of property
refurbishment, or conversion of buildings into housing units, the requirements of
this guidance will apply wherever practicable, including funding by the
developer/builder of the provision of containers at developments of sites with 4
dwellings and over.
Typically, groups of dwellings - flats, maisonettes and terraces will require
communal storage areas with sufficient container capacity for each separate
waste and recyclables stream for the estimated volume of waste likely to be
generated. This will be based on the capacity specified for individual dwellings
and taking into account:
i) Any reduction in overall capacity that can be allowed due to a potential
lower level of occupancy.
ii) The likely required level of capacity for each of the waste and recyclables
based on experience of recycling activity and anticipated demand for
waste separation.
This should be discussed at an early design stage with the Council’s Recycling
Officer.
The Container mix for communal storage sites is likely to include 360, 660, and
1100 litre wheeled bins. These should be to the appropriate British or
Equivalent European Standard and can be supplied by the Council.
Developers of sites where 4 or more dwellings are to be built should contact
the Environmental Health Department Cleansing Section Recycling Help Line
on 01757 292225 regarding the cost for supplying communal containers (360
litre, 660 litre and 1100 litre containers), delivered as one order, or in batches to
a developer. The costs include the initial cost of publicising the service and are
not intended to fund the ongoing cost of service provision.
This includes the provision of containers with specific apertures for recyclables
where appropriate and the initial cost of publicising the service and is not
intended to fund the ongoing cost of service provision.
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2.

Payment methods

The usual practice will be to ensure provision of facilities or collect development
contributions by means of condition or a Section 106 Obligation
agreement/undertaking). Where the scale of provision and/or the monetary
contributions required towards recycling are relatively small and where
contributions are not triggered for other services or facilities, the costs of
drafting a legal agreement solely for this contribution would outweigh the sums
involved, in these cases Section 106 undertakings or conditions attached to the
planning permission will be the preferred approach.
Alternatively, in some cases it may be acceptable for a developer/builder to
make a ‘Voluntary Contribution’ wherein the required amount towards waste
and recycling is given to the Council when the application is submitted. This will
be under a simple contract/written agreement that the contribution will be spent
providing curtilage recycling to the new/refurbished dwellings. If planning
permission is granted the payment will be cashed. If it is not, it will be returned.
3.

Storage sites and access for occupiers

Communal waste storage and recycling facilities are successful where they
relate logically to specific dwellings, are included within the overall site design
concept and where there is ready access for occupiers.
It is the Council’s intention that there should be good balance between the need
to provide vehicular access to such points, which inevitable restricts their
number, and ensuring that occupiers are provided, with the same
encouragement to segregate waste and to retain accountability for the sites as
occupiers of dwellings provided with individual facilities
It is the Council’s intention to minimise visual impact by considering container
storage at the design stage, so that these can be constructed as an integral part
of the development in keeping with the style and design of surrounding
property.
Communal storage areas should be:
i)

Logically positioned so as to relate to the dwellings they
service;

ii)

Be of adequate size to hold the number of containers required,
allowing space for access by occupiers and removal by service
staff;

iii)

Be adequately lit, both natural and artificial lighting;

iv)

Have a smooth, easily cleanable floor, laid to a fall with
suitable drainage;
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v)

Be suitably screened and enclosed to protect the visual
amenities of the area, achieved for example through a
combination of walls, fencing and landscaping or as part of a
roofed structure;

vi)

Provided with a notice showing the properties entitled to
deposit waste and recyclables; and

vii)

If provided as a building be provided with doors with a clear
opening width of at least 1.5 metres and a facility to hold doors
open during collection and bump strips at an appropriate
height to avoid damage by containers.

The Council’s Recycling Officer can provide advice on typical storage areas,
based on the number and dimensions of containers provided.
4.

Access for refuse and recycling vehicles

All access roads to be used by refuse and/or recycling vehicles, whether private
or adopted shall; be designed in accordance with the requirements of North
Yorkshire County Council relating to standards of adopted highways designed
to take vehicles of not less than 28 tonnes gross vehicle weight.
Refuse and recycling collection vehicles are, by their very nature not always the
most manoeuvrable. Bin lifting hoists increase rear overhang and chassis
design includes for traversing landfill sites. For turning circles of typical
collection vehicles contact the Recycling Officer.
Refuse and recycling vehicles must be able to gain access to within 25 metres
of any communal bin storage point.
Any paving between the vehicle access point and the container storage point
shall be to a maximum gradient of 1 in 12, at least 1.5 metres wide and free of
steps, including for the provision of ramped steps where the path meets the
highway.
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Annex 3

Technical Specifications

Containers for storage of waste and recyclable materials

Container
capacity

55 litre
box

240 litres
wheeled

360 litres
wheeled

660 litres
wheeled

1100 litres
wheeled

Height

380 mm
including
. lid
520 mm
plus
handles
365 mm

1076 mm

1076 mm

1370 mm

1370 mm

730 mm

755 mm

1275 mm

1275 mm

580 mm

690 mm

720 mm

980 mm

200 mm

200 mm

200 mm

200 mm

Width

Depth
Wheel
diameter

none

Individual dwellings
Containers provided for use by individual occupiers will normally be standard
pattern 240 litre wheeled bins and recycling boxes. The Council however
operates a policy of assisted collections for elderly and disabled occupiers
where there is no able bodied person within the household. In such
circumstances, the Council may seek to modify the number or type of
containers provided by developers at individual dwellings replacing them in due
course at a subsequent change of occupier.
Communal Containers
Communal waste and recyclables storage points will be normally be provided
with:
i) For the waste stream 1100 or 660 litre steel Euro pattern wheeled
containers
ii) For each recyclable stream that is required to be kept separate, steel
Euro bins as (i) above, or plastic 360 litre wheeled bins, with lids
modified to receive the materials identified.
Materials Separation
The Council’s current waste and recycling collection service involves separation
into the following waste streams:
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240-litre grey/black bin
Blue box
Green box
240 litre green bin*

- residual waste
- glass bottles, jars, cans, aerosols, foil
- newspaper, card
- compost-able waste

*currently to 2 200 properties and due to be expanded to cover a total of 20 500
properties from May 2005.
Communal sites will be provided with similar opportunities for materials
separation.
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Annex 4

Bring Systems – Mini Collection Areas

Design Guidance
1. The collection areas should be appropriately located within the site to
balance ease of use with ease of collection as well as avoiding loss of
amenity to local occupiers in terms of noise disturbance for example.
2. Each bin/skip usually requires one car parking space. The provision of 4
car parking spaces will normally provide the optimum area for all
recycling uses.
3. The base of the area should be constructed of a hard surface material in
keeping with the style and design of the surrounding area.
4. Access will need to be gained from one side of the recycling bins/skips to
allow a refuse vehicle or similar to collect for emptying.
5. The bins/skips should be positioned to allow a vehicle to park alongside
for a short period to off-load materials.
6. The area should be wherever possible screened from view to protect
visual amenity. This may be achieved through a combination of walls,
fencing and landscaping.
7. Although adequately screened, the collection area should be
appropriately signed to allow full and proper use and be so designed to
minimize the opportunities for concealment in order to reduce crime or
the fear of crime or anti-social behaviour (in accordance with Secured by
Design principles).
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Appendix 7
Planning Guidance on Developer Contributions –
Education and Primary Health Care Facilities
Note: By resolution, on 21 March 2006, Selby District Council adopted this
Planning Guidance on Developer Contributions– Education and Primary
Health Care Facilities as the Council’s formal approved planning policy or
the purposes of Development Control.
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Education and Primary Health Care Facilities
Planning Guidance

a)

Education Facilities

1.

Calculating Developer Contributions to Education Facilities

1.1

There is a need to apply some rate, e.g. for the number of children per
household which is reasonable in the area, and apply cost formulae to
that. Such formulae are not rigid as they reflect the impact of a particular
development.

1.2

Contributions will not be sought for sheltered accommodation or bona
fide elderly person, student or holiday accommodation. Such
accommodation will be that which clearly is incapable of occupation for
general residential purposes by virtue of its internal layout, ownership or
management or which has occupancy restricted by planning condition or
legal agreement (Note if such an ‘occupancy condition’ (or planning
obligation) is removed, educations contributions may be sought .).

1.3

Contributions will not be sought for temporary housing or bedsits and one
bedroom dwellings, if theywhich are clearly incapable of being enlarged
to two bedroomed units.

1.4

Any planning permission granted for the change of use from sheltered or
elderly persons’, student or holiday accommodation or from one
bedroomedbed roomed flats to general residential units or two
bedroomed flats etc, would be subject to a contribution if the number of
units exceeds the threshold criteria set below. Contributions will not be
sought for changes of use or conversion or redevelopment schemes
where there is no net increase in the number of residential units to which
contributions would apply.

1.5

The basis devised by the North Yorkshire County Council Children’s
Services Authority (“the CSA” – previously the “Locaal Education
Authority or LEA”) for calculating the contributions for primary school
places (age 5-11) as at April January 2006 is as follows:
£829910372
x 0.972
+ 10%
+ £187383

(DfES’s cost multiplier)
(regional factor)
(fees)
(furniture/equipment)

= £858511450

per primary place
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The equivalent calculation for secondary education (11-16 year olds
only) produces a figure of £1729312023 per secondary place (11-16 year
olds only) (Note: these most up-to-date figures will be superseded,
developers should always check, with the LPS or CSA, whether they still
apply).
1.6

The elements within this formula will be subject to annual review by the
CSA ounty Council in line with Central Government guidelines. The cost
multiplier is the assessment made by the Government for the cost of a
school place. The regional factor is an adjustment for local (County
wide) costs of provision. The 10% addition represents an allowance for
contingencies and fees.

1.7

The CSA ounty Council will to address accommodation needs at
secondary schools (as they apply to 11-16 year olds) caused by
additional housing. The local planning authority will then, in conjunction
with the CSA CSAEducation Authority, where it is considered to be
necessary and appropriate, seek secondary school contributions in the
light of changing circumstances and particularly in relation to large-scale
developments.

1.8

Calculations are made on the basis that 0.25 primary school places and
0.13 secondary school places (11-16 year old pupils only) are generated
per relevant house or residential unit. The number of children generated
by residential development will vary depending on the type and size of
dwelling and by the location of the development. In some cases a
developer may argue that houses are built for a particular market, e.g.
couples, starter homes or that a development is not within easy reach of
a primary school. The Planning and Child ServicesEducation Authorities
will not normally reduce the basis for the calculations to account for
variables such as these, because, over time, any dwelling (excluding
sheltered, elderly person only, or one bedroom units) in any location has
the potential to accommodate children of primary school age.

1.9

The Primary School contributions will normally apply to developments of
25 units or more in the three market towns of Selby, Tadcaster and
Sherburn in Elmet and 15 or more dwellings in the rural areas regardless
of site area. The Secondary School contributions will normally apply to
developments of 1500 dwellings or more and sites of 5 hectares or more.
Care will be taken to ensure the total development site is not deliberately
sub-divided and phased in an attempt to avoid this threshold.

1.10

Forecasts of future school capacity and national population growth are
made by the CSA LEA over a three-year period. If, following these
calculations the local primary school is deemed to be at capacity in year
3, contributions will be sought at the full rate. If the school is “X” places
short of capacity and the development generates “Y” places,
contributions will be sought on the difference between “X” and “Y”. If “X”
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is greater than “Y” no contribution will be sought. Calculations will be
based on the number of houses included in the detailed planning
application. Any increase in the number of units approved through, for
example, a revised application, will generate additional contributions. No
account will be taken of the rate of house building on the site as this is an
uncertain variable.
1.11

The basis of the calculations set above will be subject to review,
independent audit and change in the light of new demographic and other
trends.

1.12

Contributions are only required where a local need is identified and,
therefore, there is an obligation to show how funds received will be spent
within a prescribed period, how they will deal with the identified impact,
and in a manner which will be set out by the CSALEA. The CSA LEA will
incorporate provision for the return of contributions after 10 years if not
spent. In the majority of cases funds will be spent on the local primary or
secondary school. However, the CSA LEA reserves the right to allocate
the funds to other schools if overall education strategy or changes in
catchment or parental choice so demand and the concurrence of the
Local Planning Authority is secured.

1.13

In the event of increased costs of implementing additional school places,
no additional contributions will be sought from developers. The
contribution is a once-only payment linked to the planning permission.

1.14

Contributions will be secured by direct payment or by way of a Section
106 Agreement. A contribution by way of the direct construction of
classrooms etc, to an agreed standard is a preferred alternative to a
financial contribution. The provision of temporary or mobile classrooms
is not an acceptable alternative.

1.15

Normally, contributions will be required no later than the first occupation
of the new dwellings. In certain circumstances (e.g. on large sites)
payment of contributions may be delayed or phased by agreement with
the CSA LEA.

2

Procedure

2.1

Where development briefs are being prepared for large housing sites, the
need for any commuted payment for education will be addressed through
consultation with the CSA LEA. Information on the likely position on the
provision of school places over the next 5 years will be available from the
County Council’s School Organisation Plan. The CSA LEA will also be
able to respond to house-builders’ queries for individual sites.

2.2

Upon receipt of a relevant planning application, the Local Planning
Authority will contact the CSA Education Authority to establish whether
contributions are necessary in the particular case. The applicant and the
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Local Planning Authority will be notified accordingly and negotiations will
take place between the Children’s Services Education Authority and the
applicant/developer. The decision on the application and therefore on
the need for a Section 106 Agreement is a matter for the Local Planning
Authority. As a general principle the Local Planning Authority will not
issue a decision notice on the application until agreement has been
reached between the two parties. Any contribution due will be made
payable to the North Yorkshire County Council and not the District
Council.
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Figure 1

Assessment Form used by the CSA ounty Council to
determine the need for developer contributions towards
primary school buildings

ADVICE ONLY - PLEASE CONSULT RELEVANT PLANNING AUTHORITY
Assessment of need for developer contributions towards primary school
buildings
District/Borough
Council

Site Address

#N/A

Planning
Application
Number/Ref

0

Our Ref

Dev1

0

0

Contact Name

0

Contact
Telephone No.

0

Contact
Fax No.

Proposed
Developer

0

No. of
properties

0

Details
requested
for

January 0, 1900

DFES No.

0

School

#N/A

Net Capacity of School (A)

#N/A

Number of pupils on roll as at May 20064

#N/A

Forecast pupils on roll 068/097 (B)

#N/A

Surplus/Deficit in academic year 068/097 (A-B)

#N/A
0

Estimated pupils from housing
Shortfall of places

#N/A

Anticipated need for new school places

#N/A
£811,585450

Amount per place

#N/A

Contribution sought

Likely requirements

Officer providing information

Nicola Howells

Telephone Number

01609 532258

Date

January 1,….. 2006

A similar form of assessment will be carried out to determine whether
contributions will be sought for Secondary School buildings or other facilities.
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b)

Primary Health Care Facilities
Health Care Provision in the Selby District

1.

The mechanism to inform negotiations with developers in respect of
primary health care contributions are set out below in terms of the steps
to be taken to determine the level of need and contribution when
development schemes are in the planning stage.

2.

Stage 1 – Determination of health care need. This requires an
assessment of the scope and level of residential, commercial and related
development proposed in the location. Details of the numbers of units
proposed needs to be analysed along with the impact on the overall
population in the locality and employment considerations. This stage will
determine the envisaged overall population increase.

3.

Stage 2 – Determination of impact upon primary health care
provision in primary, community and out reach requirements. The
total increase in population figures will be used to determine the impact
primarily upon general practice and any increased need for additional
family doctors. The general National guidance is that PCT’s should aim
to ensure that the maximum number of patients per list size (each doctor)
is 1800. Taking this norm and comparing this against the additional
population figures enables an estimate to be made of the increase in
general practitioners required. Given this assessment an analysis of
attached PCT and/or hospital based services required to support the size
of general practice will also be considered.

4.

Stage 3 – Determination of the design and estates solution. Having
determined the size of general practice required and identified a
functional content for the facility development required, reference would
be made to relevant NHS Design Guidance for Primary Care Facilities.
This guidance includes “Primary and Social Care Premises Planning and
Design Guidance”, “Statement of Fees and Allowances Schedule of
Costs Limits and Building Location Factors” and “Health Building Note
No. 36 Local Healthcare Facilities”. All these guidance documents are
issued by NHS Estates. This process will determine the schedule of
accommodation required and the initial spatial assessment of the size of
the facility required.

5.

The initial proposed solution as a result of this assessment will relate to
the location, condition and functional suitability of existing practice
premises in the locality, in order to determine if a new build within the
proposed development boundaries is the preferred solution. Alternatively
the PCT may advise that extension and refurbishment of existing
premises in the locality is the preferred option.
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6.

Stage 4 – Determination of an initial capital feasibility cost.
Depending on the preferred solution, an estimate of capital costs will be
made using the Departmental Cost Allowance Guide as issued by NHS
Estates. This provides a cost per m2 for new developments based on
the estates solution and has sections that can be applied to primary care.
The guidance is based upon cost intelligence on tendered construction
schemes within the NHS.

7,

Where the preferred solution is provision off-site, the starting point for
assessing the scale of the contribution will be the cost of provision onsite. If the off-site provision involves land purchase, the developer
contribution will be limited to the value of the land that would be taken if
the facility were to be provided on-site, or the actual cost of the off-site
land, whichever would be the lowest. If the off-site provision is in the form
of new building works or capital works to refurbish or otherwise improve,
re-equip, etc., existing buildings on sites already owned by the body
receiving/using the contribution, the land value element of on-site
provision would not necessarily be included in the monetary value of the
contribution.

…………………………………………….E N D
…………………………………………..
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APPENDIX 3

Main Changes to Draft DC SPD

Recommended amendments to the text of the Draft Developer
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document
(other than minor changes to correct spelling and grammar, to clarify
meaning, up-date facts and correct errors of fact.)
(N.B. Paragraph numbers refer to recommended text for the final SPD)

Page 3 – Amend contents list to take out “4. Sustainability Appraisal” and
renumber contents list.
Page 4 - Delete Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 from contents list.
Page 4 – Add a Note about the Consultation Statement and Sustainability
Appraisal documents.
Page 5 – Move text from paragraph 1.4 to top of paragraph 1.3 to clarify the
primary function of the SPD, quoting an extract from the DCSPD ‘profile’ in
the LDS.
Page 8 – Expand the text in paragraph 2.11 relating to the relevance of SDLP
Policy ENV1 to the SPD.
Page 10 – Omit Section 4 of the Draft – “The Sustainability Appraisal of the
SPD” – Move to form a new Appendix. Renumber the remaining Sections of
the main text accordingly.
Page 15 – LPA response to point 29.1 in the Response Schedule – Add text
to paragraph 5.13 to clarify the fact that the order of priorities will normally
apply and that where exceptionally they may be changed there will be
opportunities to negotiate with the developer and consult stakeholders and the
public, e.g. Planning Briefs. Omit reference to order of priorities not being
binding upon the LPA.
Page 16 – LPA response to point 29.2 in the Response Schedule – Add text
to Paragraph 5.14 in the Adoption Draft and add a new Paragraph 5.15 to
clarify the process for agreeing necessary and reasonable developer
contribution; specifically stating that large developments will involve the
preparation of Planning/Development Briefs that will usually be SPD’s.
Page 16 – LPA response to point 28.10 in the Response Schedule – Add new
paragraph 5.15 to stress that the onus is on the Developer and/or landowner
to investigate all costs of developing a site, including likely ‘planning
requirements before entering into contracts and before making a planning
application.
Pages 17 – Add new paragraph 5.18 to give further guidance on pooling
contributions in accordance with guidance in Circular 05/2005.
Page 19 – Add text to paragraph 6.4 to explain more fully that contributions
cannot be avoided by phasing development on an area of land.
Appendix 3 to DC SPD Report, Policy and Resources Committee, 28 November 2006
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Main Changes to Draft DC SPD

Page 19/20 – Add text to Paragraph 6.6 to clarify and emphasise the basis for
the proposed changes to thresholds and proportion in the up-to-date Housing
Study” of June 2005.
Page 20/21 – Add text in new paragraph 6.9 to expand on the explanation of
circumstances the LPA would take account of in negotiating the provision of
Affordable housing for local needs.
Page 21 – LPA response to point 27.7 in the Response Schedule – Add text
to paragraph 7.3 to include examples of provision of ROS on a nonresidential site.
Page 21 – Add text to paragraph 7.3 to make it clear that ROS provision or
contributions should arise directly out of the development or be required to
mitigate the local impacts of development.
Page 22 – Add text in paragraph 7.5 to explain more fully that contributions
cannot be avoided by phasing development on an area of land.
Page 22 – LPA response to point 27.5 in the Response Schedule – Add new
paragraph 7.9 emphasising the intention to locate ROS provision on or close
to the development site wherever possible.
Page 23 – LPA response to point 27.6 in the Response Schedule – Add
Text to new Paragraph 7.9 to indicate that in certain exceptional
circumstances bodies other than Parish Council’s may receive payments from
the Parish Open Space Fund.
Page 23/24 – Add text in paragraph 8.4 to explain more fully that contributions
cannot be avoided by phasing development on an area of land.
Page 24 – Add text to paragraph 8.6, to refer to commercial units.
Pages 24 – LPA response to point 9.6 in the Response Schedule – Add new
paragraphs 8.7 and 8.8 concerning the factors that underlie the methodology
for assessing developer contributions for Waste and Recycling Facilities and
ensuring that they are provided and collected.
Page 25 – LPA response to point 18.4 in the Response Schedule – Add the
names of the three market towns in paragraph 9.3.
Page 25 – LPA response to point 11.6 in the Response Schedule – Add text
to paragraph 9.3 to further explain why the threshold for developer
contributions to secondary education facilities is higher than for primary
education.
Pages 25 – Add text in paragraph 9.4 to explain more fully that contributions
cannot be avoided by phasing development on an area of land.
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Page 26 – LPA response to points 22.3 and 29.11 in the Response Schedule
– Add text to paragraph 9.8 to correct and clarify the basis and approach
adopted for seeking contributions for Community Facilities and to explain that
the methodology for dealing with provision/contributions for Community
Facilities would be similar to that used for ROS, but that unlike for ROS its
underpinning is not well developed.
Page 27 – LPA response to point 18.6 in Response Schedule – Add new
paragraph 9.11 to address the issue of co-location of local community
services.
Page 27 – LPA response to points 17.20 and 29.11 in Response Schedule –
Add new paragraph 9.14 to suggest that a District-wide survey of Community
Facilities may be carried out in the future.
Page 27/28 – LPA response to points 1.1 and 11.9 in Response Schedule Add new paragraph 10.3 to explain that in addition to basic physical
infrastructure for highways and drainage contributions could be sought for
things such as parking at transport interchanges, new bus routes and Green
Travel Plans.
Page 28 – LPA response to point 13.4 in Response Schedule – Change text
of paragraph 10.5 to reflect that sometimes developer contributions for
drainage infrastructure may be appropriate for small developments.
Page 28 – LPA response to points 1.2, 1.3 and 9.7 in the Response Schedule
- Add new paragraph 10.6, transferring text from the methodology section to
the Thresholds section.
Pages 28/29 – LPA response to points 1.2, 1.3, 9.7, 13.1 and 13.6 in the
Response Schedule - Add new paragraph 10.6 and amend paragraph 10.9 to
set out what types of technical study will often be required to establish
whether, what, where, how and when transport/drainage infrastructure should
be required/sought, these include Transport Assessments and Flood Risk
Assessments.
Page 29 – LPA response to point 9.7 in the Response Schedule – Add
reference to provision for pedestrians and cyclists in paragraph 10.8 and refer
to “Travel Plans” in Section 10 (omitting the word “Green”).
Page 29 – LPA response to point 1.3 in the Response Schedule – Add
reference in paragraph 10.9 to the “service provider” to be included in
discussions about the provision of transport and drainage facilities.
Page 31 – LPA response to point 26.3 in the Response Schedule – Amend
text in Paragraph 11.8 to change the definition of ‘large scale’ to refer to “50
dwellings or more or 2 hectares or more”, “2500 square metres or 1 hectare or
more” and “5000 square metres or more or 2 hectares or more”
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Page 32 – LPA response to point 11.10 in the Response Schedule – Add text
to paragraph 11.13 to refer to the need to consult employment training bodies
and, where feasible, employers in assessing local demand/need for
employment skills training.
Page 30/31 and 33 – Transfer text from the Justification section relating to
Enhancement of the Public Realm (at paragraphs 12.6 and 12.7 in the Draft
SPD) to form paragraphs 11.16 and 11.17 in the Methodology section in the
proposed final SPD.
Page 34– LPA response to points 9.9 and 10.1 in the Response Schedule –
Add new paragraph 11.19 to explain that there is no District-wide strategy
relating to the Enhancement of the Public Realm, but that there is the
opportunity to link land use policy on this subject to other relevant strategies,
e.g. the Community Strategy and Selby Towns Renaissance and to the
strategies that other bodies are promoting, such as the County Council and
the Arts Council for England.
Page 31 and 34 - Transfer text from the Justification section relating to
Enhancement of the Public Realm (at paragraph 12.8 in the Draft SPD) to
form paragraph 11.20 in the Methodology section in the proposed final SPD.
Pages 10 and 42 – Move the section on “Sustainability Appraisal” (from Part
One) to Appendix 2.
Page 56 – LPA response to point 14.1 in the Response Schedule – Amend
paragraph 3.6 of Appendix 4 to make it clear that Affordability should be both
initially and in perpetuity.
Pages 65 and 67 – LPA response to point 18.5 in the Response Schedule –
Amend Text Box and paragraph 6.19 of Appendix 4 (vulnerable young
people).
Page 68 – LPA response to point 29.4 in the Response Schedule – Add text
to Appendix 4 paragraph 7.1 to give examples of a ‘similar organisation’ to an
RSL.
Page 69 – LPA response to point 28.16 in the Response Schedule – Add text
to Appendix 4 paragraph 7.5 to make it clear that, though it is expected that
usually they will be based on the developer’s standard house types,
Affordable units for rent, which will be managed by an RSL should be
modified to meet the RSLs own standards.
Page 72 – LPA response to point 14.4 in the Response Schedule – Add the
multipliers in paragraph 5.4 of Appendix 4 to last bullet point of paragraph 9.4
of Appendix 4.
Page 90/91 – LPA response to point 28.20 in the Response Schedule – Add
to text in Appendix 5 at Appendix A b), relating to calculating contributions for
ROS, to clarify how inflation will be taken into account.
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Page 92 - LPA response to point 27.7 in the Response Schedule – Add
Text to Appendix 5 at Appendix B. 4 vi) to indicate that in certain exceptional
circumstances bodies other than Parish Council’s may receive payments from
the Parish Open Space Fund.
Page 105/106 – LPA response to point 28.27 in the Response Schedule –
Add text at Paragraph 8.1 of Appendix 6 and add new Paragraphs 8.5 and
8.6 to set out simpler and cheaper ways of securing Waste and Recycling
contributions.
Pages 117/118 – LPA response to point 18.3 in the Response Schedule – Up
date calculation and figures relating to contributions to Primary and
Secondary School Facilities at paragraph 1.5 of Appendix 7.
Page 118 – LPA response to point 18.4 in the Response Schedule – Add the
names of the three market towns in paragraph 1.9 of Appendix 7.
Pages 117 to 121 – LPA response to point 18.2 in the Response Schedule –
Amend references to the Local Education Authority and LEA to Children’s
Services Authority and CSA respectively.
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AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 16
PUBLIC SESSION
TITLE

: SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL OF THE DRAFT
DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS SPD

TO

: POLICY AND RESOURCES COMMITTEE

DATE

: 28 NOVEMBER 2006

BY

: HEAD OF SERVICE - PLANNING AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

AUTHOR

: RON ASPINALL – SENIOR PLANNING OFFICER

1.

LINK TO COUNCIL POLICY
1.1

2.

The aim of undertaking Sustainability Appraisals of Local Development
Plan Documents is to ensure that all policies and proposals they contain
are as sustainable as possible This aim closely parallels the objectives of
the Council’s Corporate Plan, the LSP’s Community Strategy and the
Selby Urban Renaissance Programme to create sustainable communities
within the District.
PURPOSE OF REPORT

2.1

3.

To obtain members’ approval for the final amendments to the
Developer Contributions SPD Sustainabilty appraisal.
LINK TO CORPORATE AIMS AND PRIORITIES

3.1

The Appraisal has direct links to all aspects of Council policy which
seek to create sustainable communities within the District.
RECOMMENDATION
That the sustainability appraisal of the developer contributions SPD,
as amended following the public consultation at the draft SPD stage ,
be approved for publication .

4.

IMPACT ON CORPORATE POLICIES

4.1

•

Best Value - The Sustainability Appraisal forms an integral part
of the preparation of the Developer Contributions SPD.
Undertaking that preparation in accordance with the timetable
set out in the Local Development Scheme will assist in the
achievement of Best Value targets.

4.2

•

Equalities - Adoption of the Developer Contributions SPD will
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assist in addressing social inclusion objectives and inequalities
between various groups of people.
4.3

•

Community Safety and Crime Reduction
Addressing
Community Safety and Crime Reduction issues is one of the
Sustainability Appraisal objectives.

4.4

•

Procurement - - None

4.5

•

Risk Management and Risk Register - None

4.6

•

Sustainability - The Sustainability Appraisal is a key tool in
rigorously ensuring that Council policies are sustainable.

4.7

•

Gershon Efficiency Savings - None

5.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
5.1

The report outlines the final amendments to the Sustainability Appraisal
report on the Developer Contributions SPD, following the public
consultation on the draft SPD, and requests approval for the Appraisal.

5.2

Only two respondents made comments directly relating to the Appraisal at
the draft consultation stage. Minor changes have been made to the
Appraisal to meet these comments. These are outlined below.

5.4

In addition consideration has been given as to whether the amendments,
which have been made to the SPD itself, alter the sustainability appraisal
on those topic areas. However it has been concluded that the
amendments do not fundamentally alter the conclusions drawn at the Draft
stage regarding the sustainability of the policies.

5.5

Apart to the amendments made in response to the two respondents, the
final Sustainability Report remains as at the Draft Stage. A copy of the
Final Report is available in the Members Room.
SUPPORTING INFORMATION

6.
6.1

Members will be aware that all LDF documents, including SPDs, are
required to be the subject of a sustainability appraisal. A full sustainability
appraisal was undertaken on the draft SPD and approved, along with the
draft SPD, at Special Planning Committee on 15th February 2006.

6.2

Following the subsequent public consultation of the draft SPD and its
sustainability appraisal, the final stage in the appraisal process has been:
• to take account of any comments made directly on the sustainability
appraisal itself (only two respondents made such comments) and
• to consider the final amendments proposed for the SPD and
appraise them from a sustainability point of view.

Comments Made on Sustainability Appraisal
6.3

Only two respondents made comments specifically on the Sustainability
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Appraisal at the Draft SPD consultation stage.
6.4

English Heritage wished to correct the impression given in Paragraph 1.5
that English Heritage considered there would be no environmental effects
arising from the SPD – only that it accepted there was unlikely to be any
significant environmental effects. Paragraph 1.5 has been amended to
correct this.

6.5

The Environment Agency note that in relation to Objective 16 (Section 5,
Table 1 above) it would wish to see an objective relating to the number of
new Sustainable Urban Drainage Schemes (SuD’s) associated with new
development; the amount of developer contributions towards them and the
resulting area of land benefiting from improved drainage. The indicators
for Objective 16 have been amended accordingly.

6.6

The Environment Agency also disagree with the conclusions in Section 7
of the Sustainability Appraisal relating to Drainage Infrastructure. This
point has highlighted the need to clarify this conclusion as the
Environment Agency have interpreted it as relating primarily to SuDs,
rather than to, as is more likely in the majority of cases, standard drainage
schemes. The conclusion relating to the appraisal of Drainage
Infrastructure issues in the Sustainability Appraisal Appendix 4(ii), and
repeated in Section 7, has been amplified to clarify the distinction between
the two types of drainage schemes.

6.7

Finally the Environment Agency note that the baseline information relating
to Drainage Infrastructure (See Paragraphs 3.32 to 3.34 of the Appraisal)
contains no quantifiable information and notes that the SPD would benefit
if data were included on the problem drainage areas in the District, as
contained in the North East Yorkshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(SFRA). An additional paragraph has been added to this section drawing
attention to the current situation with regard to Strategic Flood Risk
Assessments pertaining to the District.
Sustainability Appraisal of Changes to the SPD

6.8

It is considered that all the changes made at this latest stage of the SPD
process are relatively minor in sustainability terms and do not
fundamentally alter the conclusions drawn at the Draft stage regarding the
sustainability of the policies.

6.9

The majority of changes are either for clarity and/or more explanation of
the justification for, and administration and processes of, obtaining
developer contributions. A list of the significant, recommended changes
made to the SPD following the Draft SPD consultation stage is included as
Appendix 3 of the report to this committee which accompanies the
Adoption Draft of the SPD and has been included as Appendix 3(iii) to the
Sustainability Report.

6.10

The final Sustainability Appraisal Report therefore remains as previously
approved by Committee, except for the amendments outlined in
Paragraphs 6.3 – 6.7 above. As these amendments are limited in extent
and in the interests of saving paper and Members time, the final document
is not attached, but is available in the Members Room.
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7.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
7.1

8.

There are no direct financial implications of this report. Budgetary
provision was made for the Developer Contributions SPD and its
Sustainability Appraisal in last years estimates

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS
1.

Sustainability Appraisal of Draft Developer Contributions SPD Feb.2006

2.

Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document - Nov. 2006
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AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 17
PUBLIC SESSION
TITLE

: MANAGEMENT OF HOUSING LAND RELEASE

TO

: POLICY AND RESOURCES COMMITTEE

DATE

: 28 NOVEMBER 2006

BY

: HEAD OF SERVICE - PLANNING AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

AUTHOR

: TERRY HESELTON /RON ASPINALL

1.

LINK TO COUNCIL POLICY
1.1

2.

The report links directly to the Council’s housing land release policy as set
out in the adopted Selby District Local Plan (SDLP).
PURPOSE OF REPORT

2.1

3.

To chart recent progress in implementation of the Council’s current policy
on housing land release and to reaffirm continuation of current policy until
the Core Strategy has sufficiently evolved to be given a substantial degree
of weight.
LINK TO STRATEGIC THEMES AND CORPORATE PRIORITIES

3.1

The report links particularly to the strategic theme of Organising to
Deliver (in this case delivering housing), but also indirectly to
Protecting the Environment, Healthier Communities and Promoting
Prosperity. Recent high levels of new housing completions have
contributed to regeneration of the market towns, particularly Selby
and Sherburn and assisted in creating more local needs housing
through the affordable housing contribution on new larger sites.
RECOMMENDATION

i)

In view of the current supply of housing land the
Council considers that there is no justification for
releasing any “Phase 2” housing sites until the broad
distribution of future new development is established
through the core strategy, unless future monitoring
indicates a need for earlier release.

ii)

The Housing Delivery Supplementary Planning
Document be deleted from the LDS.

Templates/new committee report template
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4.

Iii)

The council continues to support development on
previously developed windfall sites in principle , and to
resist development on greenfield sites, in accordance
with adopted SDLP policies H1, H2A, H6 and H7.

iv)

Proposals for development on windfall sites be carefully
scrutinised to determine whether they are genuinely
previously developed land, in accordance with national
guidance, and that where development on previously
developed land is proposed, including garden
curtilages, particular regard be given to protecting the
form and character of settlements , in accordance with
SDLP policies ENV1, H2B, H6 and H7.

IMPACT ON CORPORATE POLICIES

4.1

•

Best Value
The report suggests an amendment to the previously agreed
Local Development Scheme (LDS) which avoids the need for
an early Housing Delivery Supplementary Planning Document
(SPD). This will allow scarce resources to more productively
concentrate on producing the Core Strategy Development
Planning Document (DPD). Meeting LDS on the Core Strategy
will assist in the achievement of Best Value targets.

4.2

•

Equalities
The report has little impact on this topic, other than to note that
the Council is meeting its prescribed targets for house
construction.

4.3

•

Community Safety and Crime Reduction
No impact

4.4

•

Procurement
No impact

4.5

•

Risk Management and Risk Register
No impact

4.6

•

Sustainability
Housing delivery in terms of scale and distribution is an important
element in the Council’s aim of encouraging Sustainable
Communites.

4.7

•

Gershon Efficiency Savings
No impact
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5.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
5.1

The Councils Annual Monitoring Report assesses progress in
implementing housing delivery policies in the adopted SDLP. At the end
of March 2006 there were commitments for just over 3000 dwellings,
which on the basis of the 400 per annum draft Regional Spatial Strategy
(RSS) requirement is equivalent to almost an 8 year supply.

5.2

The latest Housing Trajectory produced in conjunction with the AMR has
been included as Appendix 1 of the report. The trajectory indicates that
the Council will continue to exceed its delivery target in the short term with
building rated set to fall therafter as the large pool of sites, including SDLP
Phase 1 sites, are built out.

5.3

In the light of the current housing supply situation the report indicates that
there is no overriding reason to release SDLP Phase 2 sites in advance of
the development of Core Strategy policies to determine the future
distribution of development and control the release of land, (unless future
monitoring indicates otherwise). It is also no longer considered necessary
to proceed with, what would have been a resource intensive, interim
Housing Delivery SPD.

5.4

SDLP Policy H2A permits the release of previously developed land within
Development Limits for housing purposes. Windfall permissions have
been running at over 200 dwellings per annum in recent years and it is
therefore a major contributor to the supply. The growing short-term
surplus of dwellings above the Draft RSS target does suggest that there is
a need for a review of this policy. However, this is a matter which will be
addressed in the Core Strategy and in the light of the immediate timescale
for production of that Strategy, it is suggested that any procedures to
make an interim amendment to this policy through an SPD would not have
any significant benefit. It is therefore recommended that the Council
continues to support development on brownfield windfall sites in principle,
in order to support regeneration intitiatives, while resisting development
on greenfield sites, in accordance with current adopted policy.

5.5

The report also addresses concerns about the impact of current policy on
the form and character of settlements since its introduction, and suggests
ways in which its implementation can be tightened to avoid undue sacrifice
of the character of settlements.
(For greater detail see the main report)
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6.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
6.1

In accordance with the plan, monitor and manage approach to planning for
future development, the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report assesses
progress in implementing Policies H1 and H2A in the approved Selby
District Local Plan.

6.2

Policy H1 provides a housing delivery target to be met, equivalent to 620
dwellings per annum between February 2005 and December 2006 and
Policy H2A indicates that this should be achieved through release of
SDLP “Phase 1” sites identified in the policy, together with development
coming forward on previously developed land within the defined
Development Limits of settlements. The policy also indicates that ‘Sites
allocated in Phase 2 of the policy will only be released after 2006 and only
if monitoring shows a potential shortfall in relation to the then current
required annual delivery rate in the Regional Spatial Strategy.’
Housing Land Supply

6.3

The most recent round of monitoring indicates that at the end of March
2006 there were commitments for just over 3000 dwellings, which on the
basis of the 400 per annum Draft Regional Spatial Strategy requirement,
is equivalent to almost an 8 year supply. This is a particularly healthy
situation since current PPG3 only requires local authorities to identify a 5
year supply of land through their development plans. Emerging PPS3
includes a similar requirement to ensure the delivery of the first 5 years of
the housing trajectory, with the following 10 years identified either through
specific allocations or through broad demarcation of future growth areas in
the Core Strategy.

6.4

A revised Housing Trajectory has been produced as part of this year’s
Annual Monitoring Report, which is included as Appendix 1 to this report.
(The AMR is reported to this meeting as an information item).

6.5

The trajectory indicates that the Council met the Local Plan delivery target
during the 12 months April 2005 to March 2006 and will in all probability
exceed this by a greater margin over this current year 2006/2007. It also
indicates that beyond 2006/7 building rates are likely to fall as the large
backlog of commitments and the Phase 1 sites become built out.
However, Graph 3 of the trajectory does illustrate that there will be a
substantial supply of completed dwellings over and above the Draft RSS
requirement of 400 dwellings per annum (2004 – 2016). This over supply
is likely only to come into balance towards the end of that period, if current
policies remain unchanged over that period.

6.6

In the light of the current housing supply situation, described above, there
is no overriding reason to programme the release of SDLP Phase 2 sites
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in advance of replacement policies to control the release of housing land
in the forthcoming Local Development Framework Core Strategy (unless
future monitoring demonstrates otherwise). It is now therefore considered
unnecessary to proceed with, what would have been a resource intensive,
Housing Delivery SPD, which will allow resources to be more
concentrated on achieving the earliest possible completion of the Core
Strategy. The Committee is requested to endorse this approach which is
supported by Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber.
Windfall Development
6.7

A second element of Policy H2A permits the release of previously
developed land within Development Limits for housing purposes. It is
difficult to predict precisely how and when dwellings from this source will
come forward. However windfall permissions have been running at over
200 dwellings per annum in recent years and it is therefore a major
contributor to the supply. The growing short-term surplus of dwellings
above the Draft RSS targets does suggest that there is a need for a
review of this policy. However, it is a matter which will be addressed in
the Core Strategy and in the light of the immediate timescale for
production of that Strategy, it is suggested that any procedures to make
an interim amendment to this policy through an SPD would not have any
significant benefit. In addition imposing tighter restrictions on previously
developed land would require a formal policy change and would
undermine regeneration objectives, particularly in Selby. It is therefore
suggested that the current policy with regard to windfall development on
previously developed land remains unchanged prior to review in the Core
Strategy, although the interpretation of this policy may require careful
consideration in the light of current experience, as described below.
Impact on Form and Character of Settlements

6.8

Elected Members have previously voiced concerns that one of the sideeffects of permitting development on previously developed land,
particularly garden curtilages, has been the adverse impact on the form
and character and local distinctiveness of villages. This concern has been
echoed in the responses received to the Core Strategy consultation,
particularly from bodies such as Parish Councils.

6.9

The current PPG3 makes reference to the need to have regard to how
development within the curtilages of buildings relates to the surrounding
area. It is indicated that this does not necessarily mean that all land within
the curtilage of a building should be redeveloped e.g where the footprint of
a building occupies only a proportion of the site. Draft PPS3 points out
that although residential gardens are defined as brownfield land, this does
not necessarily mean they are suitable for development. However, local
planning authorities also need to have regard to the positive contribution
intensification can make, for example in minimising the pressure for
greenfield sites. Draft PPS3 also includes general design advice stating
that new development should be of a high standard informed by its wider
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context.
6.10

Policies H6 and H7 of the adopted Selby District Local Plan include the
requirement that new development should not detract from the form and
character of settlements. The policy basis to protect form and character
does therefore already exist. In the light of the current healthy land
supply situation within the District , Councillors may agree that the issue of
form and character should be given particular weight.
Greenfield Windfalls

6.11

7.

Following on from the above considerations it is suggested that the
Council continues to strongly resist new build development on greenfield
sites. Particular attention also needs to be paid to the definition of garden
curtilages and agricultural buildings when considering proposals, including
local evidence and recent planning history.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

7.1

The deletion of the Housing Delivery SPD from the LDS will produce non
cashable savings by enabling other priorities, such as the Core Strategy
and Selby Area Action Plan, to be progressed.

7.2

The policy restrictions on housing land release could have implications for
fee income.

8.

BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS
8.1

1.
2.

Selby District Local Plan - adopted February 2005
Annual Monitoring Reports 2005 and 2006
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AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 18
PUBLIC SESSION

TITLE

: DRAFT NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL
MINERALS AND WASTE DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK (MWDF)

TO

: POLICY AND RESOURCES COMMITTEE

DATE

: 28 NOVEMBER 2006

BY

: HEAD OF SERVICE - PLANNING AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

AUTHOR

: RON ASPINALL SENIOR PLANNING OFFICER

1.

LINK TO COUNCIL POLICY
1.1

2.

The Minerals and Waste Development Framework is North Yorkshire
County Council’s Policy document which links directly to the Council’s own
policies on waste management and collection and the Council’s planning
policies. When adopted it will form part of the development plan for Selby
District.
PURPOSE OF REPORT

2.1

3.

To report the current consultation on the Draft Minerals and Waste
Development Framework.
LINK TO STRATEGIC THEMES AND CORPORATE PRIORITIES

3.1

Waste Management and Minerals Extraction Issues link strongly to
the Strategic Themes of Protecting the Environment, Healthier
Communities and Making Better Use of Resources, with Waste
Management Services being a particular current priority for the
Council.
RECOMMENDATION
That a response be made to North Yorkshire County Council on the
basis of the conclusions in the report that:
i)

Option 1 of the general strategic waste management options
be supported

ii)

Options 1 and 3 of the strategic locational waste management
options be supported
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4.

iii)

The continuation of the Barnsdale Bar and Darrington waste
mangement sites be supported.

iv)

Option 2 of the strategic options for aggregate minerals be
supported.

v)

The extensions to the four existing quarries are acceptable in
principle subject to a justifiable need having been proved and
normal planning and environmental safeguards.

vi)

The Council wish to see new quarrying areas strongly
resisted unless there is a proven need.

vii)

In the event of new areas being required within the timescale
of the current documents, a comprehensive comparative
impact assessment be made available of all potential options
in the appropriate search area (not necessarily confined to
the District).

IMPACT ON CORPORATE POLICIES

4.1

•

Best Value
The MWDF will impact directly on the Council’s own waste
management and waste collection service.

4.2

•

Equalities
No impact.

4.3

•

Community Safety and Crime Reduction
No Impact

4.4

•

Procurement
No impact.

4.5

•

Risk Management and Risk Register
No impact.

4.6

•

Sustainability
Waste management is an import element in encouraging
sustainability within the community. It contributes to the health and
environmental aspects of sustainability particularly.
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4.7

•

Gershon Efficiency Savings
No impact

5

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
5.1

North Yorkshire County Council are consulting on options relating to the
production of their Minerals and Waste Development Framework (MWDF),
with a view to publishing preferred options for consultation later this year.

5.2

The purpose of the current exercise is to elicit views on a range of broad
strategic options which the Council could adopt in planning for minerals
and waste planning. Recommendations have been made on these options
and comments made on the appropriateness of the individual sites.
(For greater detail see the main report)

6
.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
6.1

North Yorkshire County Council are consulting on options relating to the
production of their Minerals and Waste Development Framework (MWDF),
with a view to publishing preferred options for consultation later this year.

6.2

The purpose of the current exercise is to elicit views on a range of broad
strategic options which the Council could adopt in planning for minerals
and waste planning.
Waste Management Options

6.3

Context
The context for the waste management options is provided at national level
by PPS10 which prioritises choices for waste management operations
based on existing and proposed industrial locations, previously developed
land, existing waste management sites and, in rural areas redundant
agricultural buildings where the use would be of appropriate scale and
nature. Co-location of facilities with other complementary waste
management activities or industrial uses is also encouraged.

6.4

The County Council indicate that it does not consider it appropriate to
revisit the debate leading to the preparation of the Joint Municipal Waste
Management Strategy and therefore considers that local recycling targets,
landfill diversion targets and the broad infrastructure mix required to deliver
these are sound.

6.5

At the sub-regional level the County Council notes that landfill capacity is
currently concentrated in the south of the County, principally in Selby
District. However the shift away from landfill, required to deliver more
sustainable waste management may imply a corresponding shift in the
pattern and distribution of waste management facilities across the County.
Strategic Options

6.6

The County have identified and are consulting on two general strategic
options:
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connect them to the strategic highway network.
6.14

Option 3 gives less certainty over the future distribution of sites and the
Sustainability Appraisal suggests it has a greater potential for the use of
more greenfield based sites. However, the Head of Environmental
Services favours this Option from an operational point of view because of
the increasing emphasis on, and continuing developments in recycling.

6.15

In the light of the above analysis it is considered that either Option 1 or 3 of
the strategic locational options would be acceptable.

6.16

The County Council are also consulting on sites both new and existing
which have been submitted by the minerals and waste industry,
landowners and other interested parties that might be appropriate for
future waste management use. In the case of waste management sites
only the two existing sites at Darrington Quarries and Barnsdale Bar are
being promoted within Selby District and it is considered that there are no
environmental or operational reasons against supporting their continued
use.
Minerals Options
Context

6.17

Potential locations for future mineral workings are inevitably governed by
geological factors, particularly the distribution of economically viable
resources. Historically therefore production has tended to be concentrated
in well established production areas where resources have been identified
and infrastructure such as processing plant is in place. Good access to the
primary road network is important in considering the future locations for
mineral working. Because of their relatively low value it is not usually
viable to transport them substantial distances by road. However,
significant quantities are exported beyond the County boundary,
particularly to West Yorkshire and Teeside/County Durham.
Aggregate Minerals Options

6.18

Two strategic options are identified for Aggregate Minerals;
o Option 1 Identify Preferred Areas for aggregate mineral working
concentrated in areas identified in the current Minerals Local Plan as
Areas of Search
o Option 2
Identify Preferred Areas for mineral working based on
new potential area for mineral working.
Further details of these options are attached in Appendix 2 to this report.

6.19

In Selby District the Option 1 area is confined to the Limestone ridge at the
extreme west of the District (Darrington – Tadcaster), whereas Option 2
gives consideration to number of corridors which are spread throughout the
District. In theory, Option 2 is considered by the County Council that this
approach may provide more flexibility, within the constraints of geology, as
it is likely to involve consideration of a greater number of sites across the
County and greater opportunity to find sites with less significant impacts.
The Sustainability Appraisal for Option 2 is heavily positive. The main
negative effect being that it could involve a greater number of journeys on
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the local road network to access the primary road network. However, in
practice at present for Selby District, there is little to choose between the
two options because all the submitted sites for consideration are located
along the limestone ridge.
Mineral Working Sites
6.20

The potential mineral working sites submitted for consideration in Selby
District are all for limestone rather than for sand and gravel. Further details
of these sites are attached in Appendix 3 to this report. No indication is
given at this stage in the consultation document, of the annual tonnage
likely to be needed from the District.

6.21

It can be seen that the potential sites consist of four relatively small
extensions to existing workings at Barnsdale Bar (M23), Darrington (M25),
Jackdaw Quarry, Tadcaster (M26) and Kirk Smeaton (Wentbridge) Quarry.
Most significantly, however, there are two major new sites proposed; one
north of the A63 and west of Lumby with a potential reserve of 7 million
tonnes (extraction area of 33.8ha) and one north east of Fairburn village
extending north to the A63 with a potential capacity of 6 million tonnes
(extraction area 58ha). There is also a new proposal for two relatively
small areas immediately to the east of Selby Fork. This a rather
speculative proposal as no details have been submitted.

6.22

Within Selby District the limestone ridge also provides the highest quality
landscape and much of the limestone countryside is designated as Locally
Important Landscape within the Adopted Selby District Local Plan. The
West Yorkshire Green Belt also covers the whole of the resource area,
although it should be noted that national policy accepts minerals workings
as an appropriate use within Green Belt. There is therefore no distinction
between the various site locations on this basis, other than in the case of
Site M24 north-east of Fairburn, which is not within the Locally Important
Landscape area. Comparison of the sites has therefore to be based on the
individual characteristics and locations of the sites, at a more detailed level.

6.23

As referred to above, four of the sites are relatively small extensions to
existing quarries and, in general, wherever these have been operating
satisfactorily it is considered appropriate to accept these, rather than
encouraging the opening up of entirely new sites. The Head of
Environmental Services notes that dust is an issue at all the sites,
particularly at Jackdaw Quarry and noise is of some concern at Darrington.
Any proposals for extensions at Barnsdale Bar (M23), Darrington (M25),
Kirk Smeaton (M27) and Jackdaw Quarry, Tadcaster (M26) will therefore
need to include further mitigating measures with the aim of making an
overall reduction in these impacts.
Potential New Working Areas

6.24

The consultation documents do not give an indication of the overall scale of
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extraction which will be required and therefore how many of the potential
sites which will be required within the plan period is unknown. However, it
is to be hoped that the above extension proposals would be more than
sufficient for the present plan and that proposals for new sites within the
District will not be required in the short term. It is considered that the
opening up of new sites should be strongly resisted unless there was a fully
justified need.
6.25

The two major new areas on either side of the A63 are very large and have
the potential to have a massive impact on the area. However although
they represent areas of potential reserves, it is unlikely they will be required
within the short term. Proposals to work this reserve could clearly have
major impact implications for the villages of Lumby and Fairburn, for the
Locally Important Landscape Area and for the general environment of the
approach to Selby via the A63. As the extent of these reserves is so
considerable it is considered that if there were a proven justification to work
these areas in the future, the precise areas of extraction should be located
so as to minimise the impact.

6.26

It is not considered appropriate at this stage to comment on the relative
merits of the proposed new working areas, as this can only be done
following a much more thorough impact and sustainability assessment,
which allowed a more detailed assessment to be made, if and when
sufficient justification for extraction is proved. Depending upon the scale of
need at that time, comparisons could then be made based on similar
scales of working rather than on the basis of such simplified, large areas.
Conclusion

6.27

It is recommended that North Yorkshire County Council be informed that :
o The extensions to the four existing quarries are acceptable in
principle subject to a justifiable need having been proved and
normal planning and environmental safeguards.
o The Council wish to see new quarrying areas strongly resisted
unless there is a proven need.
o In the event of new areas being required within the timescale of the
current documents, a comprehensive comparative impact
assessment be made available of all potential options in the
appropriate search area (not necessarily within the District).

5.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
7.1

6.

There are no financial implications.
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS

8.1

1.

Minerals and Waste Development Framework – Core Strategy
Strategic Options Consultation - NYCC October 2006

2.

Minerals and Waste Development Framework – Site Allocations
Issues and Options Consultation
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o Option 1

To manage waste within North Yorkshire based on a
smaller number of larger scale facilities and

o Option 2

To manage waste within North Yorkshire based on a
larger number of smaller scale facilities.

6.7

The description of these options in the consultation report are copied in
Appendix 1 to this report. These descriptions also contain a summary
table of the Sustainability Appraisal of them.

6.8

Option 1 basically means concentrating broadly on the A1 corridor through
the County. Option 1 has greater positive balance between positive and
negative effects. It scores more positively in terms of use of brownfield
sites which relates to better impacts in terms of biodiversity, soil and
geology, loss of greenfield land etc. This strategy provides for good
access to the strategic road network and provides better opportunities for
co-location for facilities and uses. In addition it ties in well with the current
waste management sites being operated at present within Selby District at
Darrington and Barnsdale Bar.

6.9

Option 2 would locate facilities nearer to where waste was produced. The
more numerous sites would tend to serve smaller catchments and may
require more use of the local highway network.

6.10

It is considered that of the two general options, Option 1 should be
supported.

6.11

In addition 3 strategic locational options are put forward which are:
o Option 1 To provide for a network of waste management facilities
in North Yorkshire which emphasises the use of brownfield land and
industrial land opportunities while maximising the use of the existing
waste management infrastructure and the potential to co-locate
with other land-uses and existing waste management facilities.
o Option 2 To provide for a network of waste management facilities
in North Yorkshire which emphasises proximity to waste arisings.
o Option 3 To provide for a network of waste management facilities
in North Yorkshire which emphasise flexibility and responsiveness
to the waste management industry.
Further details of these options are attached in Appendix 1 to this report.

6.12

Option 1 is the most positively rated in the Sustainability Appraisal but all
three options have a number of positive and negative effects. Option 1
would fit well the continued use of Darrington and Barnsdale Bar Quarries,
and given the sensitive nature of waste management sites, those sites
which are already operating successfully and with limited environmental
impact should be supported, particularly as Darrington and Barnsdale fit
well with the most sustainable strategies.

6.13

Option 2 could theoretically lead to facilities nearer to Selby but more
probably more sites nearer Harrogate, Thirsk, Northallerton and
Scarborough which may need road infrastructure improvements to better
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APPPENDICES
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Appendix 1

1. Waste Mangement Strategic Options
2. Waste Mangement Potential Sites

Appendix 2

Mineral Aggregates Strategic Options

Appendix 3

Mineral Aggregates Potential Sites for
Future Working
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