
 

 
 
 

Agenda Item No: 4 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Title: Secretary of State’s Changes to Draft Regional 

Spatial Strategy 
  
To: Special Policy and Resources Committee  
  
Date: 10 December 2007 
  
Service Area: Planning and Economic Development 
  
Author: Ron Aspinall 
  
  
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
1 Purpose of Report 
  
1.1 To respond to the Secretary of State’s published changes to the Draft 

Regional Spatial Strategy. The published changes may be viewed on the 
Government Office website (www.goyh.gov.uk).  A copy is also available in 
the Councillors room or from the planning policy team  

  
2 Recommendation(s) 
  
2.1 That the proposed comments and representations outlined in the report 

be submitted to the Secretary of State  
  
3 Executive Summary 
  
3.1 The report provides information on the changes to the Draft Regional Spatial 

Strategy being proposed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government, in the light of the Examining Panel’s recommendations. 

3.2 The report concludes that the changes to the Draft RSS proposed by the 
Secretary of State do not significantly alter the general strategic approach of 
the RSS, which was accepted by the Council at the Draft stage; and many of 
the changes to general policies in the Draft RSS will strengthen or clarify the 
Strategy.   

3.3 However, there is a significant increase in the scale of housing growth 
proposed across the region, and previously expressed concerns about the 
mismatch between housing and job growth in Selby District are likely to be 
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exacerbated. It remains the case that the housing requirements are not 
justified by the employment forecasts, resulting in outcomes (e.g. increased 
outward commuting), which may be prejudicial to the overall strategic 
approach of RSS as far as it applies to Selby District. 

4 The Report 
  
4.1 Following publication of the Draft Regional Spatial Strategy, representations 

were made to the Secretary of State in April 2006.  An Examination in Public 
was held later in 2006 and the Inspectors’ Panel Report was published earlier 
this year.  The Secretary of State has now published changes in the light of 
the Panel’s recommendations, on which there is an opportunity to make 
further representations.  

4.2 Overall the changes do not alter the overall strategy of the Plan, which retains 
its emphasis on urban transformation, strengthening the role of towns, raising 
environmental quality and creating a more diverse and competitive economy.  
However, there is a significant increase in the scale of proposed housing 
growth across the region which may undermine the ability of local authorities 
to deliver the strategy. 
 

 Comments made to the original Draft RSS 
4.3 Comments on the original Draft RSS, (which are attached at appendix 1 for 

councillors’ information), were made on the following topics: 
a) Presentation of the York Sub-area vis-à-vis the Leeds City Region 
b) Amount and Distribution of Housing  
c) Employment strategy for Selby and Employment Land Forecasts  
d) Previously Developed Land Target  
e) Affordable Housing 
f) Renewable Energy  
g) Policy T4 – Rail Freight Connections  
h) Status of Selby as an inland port. 

 
4.4 While the changes proposed by the Secretary of State have addressed or 

superseded a number of the comments made at the previous stage, including 
those made on affordable housing and  previously developed land policies, the 
changes have created an even greater mismatch between the scale of 
housing growth proposed and the Strategy’s aspirations for economic growth 
in Selby District.  This means that an additional 8,000 new homes would be 
provided between 2004 and 2026 but with an expected loss of 1,100 jobs 
during the same period.   Previously expressed concerns about capacity 
constraints and the implications of the Strategy for commuting levels have 
therefore not been alleviated, and are considered further below.  

85



 

 
 
 

4.5 In addition, there still remains a degree of concern with regard to the lack of 
integration in the Strategy between the Leeds City Region and York Sub-Area. 
However, this is largely a presentational matter and it would be difficult to 
achieve a significant improvement at this late stage.  No changes have been 
made in response to the points made on the last three topics identified above. 
 Since the Panel did not make recommendations in favour of the Council’s 
comments there is no scope to pursue these issues further at this stage. 
 

 Changes of Particular Significance for Selby District 
 Settlement Hierarchy 
4.6 While the Panel recommended that principal service centres, (including 

Selby), and local service centres (Sherburn in Elmet and Tadcaster) should 
not be specifically identified in the Strategy, the proposed changes do not 
follow this through in the case of principal service centres  which are identified 
in the key diagram and are now referred to as ‘principal towns’. There is also 
scope for local authorities to justify the inclusion of additional principal towns 
through their LDFs.  Local service centres are to be identified through 
emerging LDFs. 
 

 Comment 

 
4.7 

 
The proposed changes introduce additional flexibility in the selection of 
principal towns and local service centres. It is considered that the 
hierarchy established in the original RSS proposals , which is based on 
the Regional Settlement Study (2004), remain most applicable to local 
circumstances and that this should be reflected in the emerging Core 
Strategy. (see separate agenda item). 
 

 York Sub-Area 
4.8 1.   A slightly more positive wording is used in Policy Y1B4 with regard to 

promoting the economy of Selby.  This indicates the policy is to ‘deliver 
economic growth at Selby...’, and replaces the previous reference to 
supporting  appropriate scales of economic growth.  

 
4.9 

 Comment 
This more positive stance can be used to support the Council’s 
aspirations to diversify and grow the economy although it is not 
supported by the amended RSS job growth projections. 

4.10 2. Reference is made in the policy (York Sub Area Text Para.9.6) to 
safeguarding a site for the European Spallation Project near Selby.  The 
following new sentences are included in the accompanying text.   

     ‘Policy Y1B refers to the need to identify a site in the vicinity of Selby for a 
potential European Spallation project which would be of regional 
significance.  Such a site would need to be reserved specifically for that 
project and in the event of that not proceeding the future use of the site 
would have to be reconsidered.’ 
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4.11 
 

 Comment 
It is considered that this reference should be updated by making 
reference to the extant planning consent. 
 

4.12 3.   The changes remove the previous explicit reference in the York sub-area 
text to ‘restraint in rural areas’ outside the Principal Towns (Para 9.11), 
and delete the section on ‘managing growth in rural areas’.  

 
4.13 

Comment 
This affects the remainder of the District outside Selby and means there 
is no guidance in the Strategy for development in settlements below 
local service centre level contrary to the EIP Panel recommendation. It is 
considered that the text should be more explicit on the role of lower 
order settlements, including cross reference to PPS7. 
 

 Employment 
4.14 1.    A revised table (14.7) has been included indicating estimated job growth   

      potential for individual local authorities.  The table is based on the latest     
     output from Yorkshire Futures Regional Economic model. This                    
     information, together with a presentational change from the previous           
    version, results  in Selby District being the only authority in the region with   
     a forecast net job loss. (of 60 jobs per annum). 
 

 
 
4.15 
 
 

Comment 
 
The Council made the point at Draft RSS stage, that the relatively high     
levels of housing growth proposed for the District could only be justified 
if they were linked to significant employment growth, in order to avoid  
exacerbating the already high levels of outward commuting.   
 

4.16 Although it is appreciated that the figures arise from assumptions within 
the employment forecasting model which are partly related to the 
potential for decline in traditional industries, there is a concern over the 
prominence  now given to the forecasts which appear to reflect policy 
aspirations in some local authorities (Bradford, Barnsley and York) but 
not Selby. 
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4.17 Policy E1 seems to advocate planning for a declining economy. (The 
policy suggests that “plans strategies, investment decisions and 
programmes should help to deliver …...-60 jobs per annum (minus 
60jpa”) in Selby District).  This creates a very negative image for the 
District which undermines the intentions established in Policy Y1(B2) to 
“Deliver economic growth at Selby and Malton in line with their roles as 
Principal towns.” and also in Policy Y1(E2)  which promotes 
“development at Selby to foster regeneration and strengthen and 
diversify its economy.” 
 

4.18 2.   An addition to Policy E1 has been made as follows: 
     “K     A wide range of initiatives to ensure more diverse, competitive  and    
      successful economies in rural areas.” 

 
 
4.19 
 

Comment 
 
This will support the Council’s aspirations to diversify and grow the 
local economy. 
 

4.20 3.    Policy E6 (Sustainable Tourism) now includes  reference to “promoting     
      tourism and associated developments of an appropriate scale and type      
     along waterways in both urban and rural areas.”   

 
 
4.21 
 

Comment 
 
This will further support economic diversification in the District in line 
with the conclusions in the Council’s employment study.  
 

 Housing 
4.22 
 

Changes have been made to the housing delivery targets for all local 
authorities by removing ‘the three time phases’(2004-2011, 2011-2016, and 
2016-2021) for managing housing delivery, and increasing the overall scale of 
provision in a number of local authority areas.  In addition the RSS now 
extends the period of the requirement from 2021 to 2026 (Table 13.1).  The 
changes have arisen principally as a result of higher household projections but 
the final requirements for each authority are based on a variety factors. 
 

4.23 In Selby the housing requirement steps up more quickly from 390 dwellings 
per annum to 440 dpa from 2008 and maintains this level through to 2026 
whereas a rate of 390 dpa was previously proposed up to 2016 and 440 dpa 
up to 2021. This represents an additional 400 dwellings up to 2021 with a 
further 2,200  dwellings proposed between 2021 and 2026.  
 
 
 
 
 

 Comment 
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4.24 Whilst it is appreciated that higher household forecasts have created 
greater pressures for housing development throughout the Region, it is 
considered that the housing requirement for Selby District is 
inconsistent with the broad approach to North Yorkshire Districts and 
could undermine the sustainable development principles of the Strategy. 

4.25 As indicated at the Draft Plan stage, Selby is a rural District containing 
only one small Principal Town.  The other two settlements of any size, 
Tadcaster and Sherburn in Elmet, as well as settlements in the western 
and northern parts of the District, fall within the Leeds and York 
commuting belts.  In these circumstances it is accepted that growth 
should be concentrated on Selby town.  However, work undertaken in 
connection with the emerging Core Strategy suggests that a minimum of 
4,’500 additional dwellings will need to be provided in the Selby urban 
area between 2007– 2026 to meet this objective. This represents 
approximately a 40% increase in growth over present households.   
 

4.26 Of North Yorkshire authorities, only Scarborough and York have higher  
proposed levels of housing growth and both have considerably larger 
urban areas and a wider service base to absorb such growth.  Given the 
implications for increased commuting from Selby and other settlements, 
it is difficult to understand why some degree of housing growth restraint 
should not be applied in the early part of the RSS as is the case with 
other North Yorkshire Districts.  This supports the case for reinstating 
the ‘three time phases’ in the original RSS. 
 

 Environment 

4.27 
 
 
4.28 

Policy ENV1 Flood Risk has been amended to emphasise the importance of 
ensuring a sequential approach to development in areas at risk from flooding, 
which should be informed by Strategic Flood Risk Assessments. 
 
Selby has been added to the list of towns identified in the policy where flood 
management will be required to facilitate development provided the sequential 
test has shown that there are no suitable lower risk sites available. 

 
 
4.29 

Comment 
 
These changes are consistent with current Government policy set out in 
PPS25 and also recognise the need to achieve a balance between flood 
risk and regeneration objectives in areas like Selby where there are 
limitations on the availability of development land outside high flood risk 
zones. No further representations are required. 
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Renewable Energy 

4.30 1.     Additional local authority targets have been included for renewable           
       energy generation.  The target for Selby District is 32 megawatt (installed 
        and connected to the national grid) by 2021.                               

 
 
4.31 

Comment 
 
The Selby target compares favourably with other North Yorkshire 
Districts, and councillors will be aware that windfarm proposals that 
could generate over 24MW of energy have already been granted consent. 
No further comment is recommended. 
 

4.32 2.     The requirement in Policy ENV5 that 10% of the energy for sizeable new 
        developments should be supplied from on-site renewable energy sources 
        has been replaced with a requirement for Local Development                   
        Documents to set  ambitious local targets from renewable sources.  

 
 
4.33 

Comment 
   
Recent ministerial statements have indicated that the Government is not 
in favour of setting individual local authority targets and further 
amendment to this policy can be anticipated.  While the amended RSS 
wording supports the actions set out in the Council’s Climate Change 
Strategy councillors may agree that, for the short term at least, while 
local targets are being developed, it would be helpful to revert to 
regionally established targets.  
 

 Green Infrastructure 
4.34 The RSS now includes a new policy on Green Infrastructure which                   

advocates that areas and networks of green infrastructure should be               
identified, protected, created, extended, managed and maintained.  The          
policy defines natural resources considered most significant for green 
infrastructure including national and inter- regional trails, woodlands, 
biodiversity and heritage sites and distinctive landscapes. 
 

 
 
4.35 

Comment 
 
This policy can be supported in principle and is being reflected in the 
Council’s emerging Core Strategy. 
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5 Financial Implications 
 

5.1 There are no financial implications  

 
6 Conclusions 
  
6.1 The changes to the Draft RSS proposed by the Secretary of State do not 

significantly alter the general strategic approach of the RSS.  However, the 
scale of growth to be planned for has increased.  Whilst many of the changes 
to general policies in the Draft RSS create improvements, the changes to 
housing policy and employment information only exacerbate the primary 
concerns of the Council as expressed at the Draft stage.  It is still considered 
that the housing requirements are not justified by the employment forecasts 
resulting in outcomes (e.g. increased outward commuting), which will be 
prejudicial to the overall strategic approach of RSS as far as it applies to Selby 
District.  The situation also creates difficulties for applying  the RSS through 
the District’s LDF documents. 
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7 Link to Corporate Plan 
7.1 The Regional Spatial strategy is particularly linked to Corporate Strategic 

Themes:  Protecting the Environment, Healthier Communities and Promoting 
Prosperity  

  
8 How Does This Report Link to the Council’s Priorities? 
8.1 The RSS is aimed at a long term timescale, but will particularly have some 

influence on the following priorities:   A clean, green and healthy environment 
, safer and stronger communities, delivering an improving housing service 
and championing the reduction in greenhouse gasses.  

  
9 Impact on Corporate Policies 
 The emerging Regional Spatial Strategy will contribute to the development of 

sustainable communities and achievement of the Council’s Local Agenda 21 
objectives. 

 
9.1 Service Improvement 

 
 Impact 

 Establishing an approved RSS will facilitate and provide a context for the 
production of the Council’s LDF documents 

9.2 Equalities 
 

No Impact  
  
9.3 Community Safety and Crime 

 
No Impact 

  
9.4 Procurement 

 
No Impact  

  
9.5 Risk Management 

 
No Impact  

  
9.6 Sustainability 

 
Impact  

 One of the RSS’s prime objectives is to set a context for sustainable 
development in the region. 

9.7 Value for Money 
 

No Impact  
  

 
 

10 Background Papers 
  
 10.1 The Yorkshire and Humberside Plan – The Draft Revised Regional Spatial 

Strategy  - Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber. 
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Appendix 1 : Comments submitted on previous draft RSS (April 2006) 
 
 
Comment 1 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Leeds City Region and York Sub  Area sections 
Page number 70-83 and 103 -111 
Chapter number 6 & 9 

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

Although the inclusion of a York sub area was supported at an earlier stage of the process provided it formed an 
overlapping part of the Leeds City Region and was not separate from it, there remain some reservations on the 
manner of its presentation in the Plan which tends to partition it from the Leeds City Region rather than illustrate 
and explain its role in the larger City Region.  

The Context Diagram for the York Sub Area, although intended to be only diagrammatic is also a little 
misleading in one or two instances.  Suggestions for improvement are listed below. 

 
 

 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 

a) Generally provide more cross references to the York sub area in the Leeds City Region section. 

b) Draw out, in the Leeds City Region section, those issues from the York sub area which have 
wider implications for a larger part of the City Region e.g the York Science City concept and the 
European Spallation Source (ESS) project. 

c) Include a specific sub section within the York sub area section which explains and amplifies the 
role of the York sub area within the Leeds City Region as a whole. 

d) Amend the York Sub Area Context Diagram as follows: 

  i)  Sherburn should be placed within the triangle of railways immediately to the west of the 
current symbol  

ii) Tadcaster should be placed eastward of its current location and 
approximately half way between the A1 corridor and York.  

iii) The Principal Service Centre symbols for Selby and Malton would be better 
represented if the solid circles were of equal or larger diameter to the Local 
Service Centres.  
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Comment 2 
 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Policy LCR1(E) 
Page number 80 
Chapter number 6 

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

Whilst the aims behind this policy are supported, it is considered that the wording is too strong.  In the case of  
Principal Service Centres such as Selby it may be too restrictive on regeneration aims to expect ‘most’ new 
development – either for employment or housing to be located within the existing built up area which could 
then generate controversy as to whether sites were extensions of the built up area or within it e.g. Selby 
District Local Plan Phase 2 housing allocation SEL/1.  This is an important issue given the scale of housing 
growth being suggested in the Selby area by the RSS.  An amendment to this wording is suggested below 
which would still place the onus on local planning authorities to demonstrate that proposed development 
would be within the existing built up areas as far as is possible. 
 

 
 

 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 

For the reasons given above it is considered that the first part of Policy LCR1(E) be reworded to omit the 
word ‘most’ and include the phrase ‘as far as possible’.  The policy to read as follows:: 

‘All plans (etc) ….will seek to: Restructure and regenerate, at an appropriate scale for the settlement, the 
Regional, Sub Regional and Principal Centres to facilitate the accommodation of new housing and 
employment provision, as far as possible within these existing built up areas.   
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Comment 3 
 
 
Section B 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Policy Y1(E) and Para. 9.11 
Page number 111 and 105 
Chapter number 9 

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

It is considered that such a blanket policy (as Y1(E)) may be interpreted too restrictively, particularly for the 
local service centres in Selby District -  Tadcaster and Sherburn-in-Elmet.  It could unnecessarily restrict 
employment and housing growth in these centres.  In the case of housing, in particular, broad reference to 
the provision of ‘local needs for affordable housing’ should be supplemented by a clear acknowledgment in 
the supporting text that the bulk of this will be achieved in direct association with normal market housing 
through planning obligations.  This process, even adopting a figure of 40% affordable housing, means that for 
every 2 affordable dwellings sought, 3 additional market dwellings are required.  It is important, therefore, that 
policies which are necessarily conveying a more restrictive approach, are also qualified by the realities of the 
process involved in achieving them.  

 
 

 
 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

That it be made more explicit, in Paragraph 9.11, that achievement of local needs affordable housing, 
especially in the local service centres, will, in practice, also require associated market housing. 
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Comment 4 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Policies LC1 and Y1 
Page number 79-81 and 110 -111 
Chapter number 6  & 9 

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 

In order to ensure that continued growth is sustainable it is important to deliver economic success at an early 
stage.  While the RSS does support economic growth in Selby, this is restricted in Policy Y1 (Section B - 
Economy) to “ensuring an appropriates scale of growth at Selby”.  This contrasts with the reference to 
“promoting significant development at Selby to foster regeneration and strengthen and diversify its economy” in 
Policy Y1 (Section C – Strategic Patterns of Development. 

It is considered that RSS should more positively promote economic growth in Selby (as part of the Leeds City 
Region and York Sub Area strategies), since the town is well placed to benefit from the spread of economic 
success in both York and Leeds.  This should be seen as a priority in view of current levels of out-commuting, 
which are the highest in the region (about 49%- 2001 Census).  The Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft 
Regional Strategy underpins the fact that too much emphasis is being placed on housing growth rather than 
employment. 

A secondary issue is the fact that RSS does not recognise the role in employment growth played by Sherburn-
in-Elmet and that the locational advantages of Sherburn combined with the availability of serviced land means 
that this role will continue for some while yet. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 5 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Tables 13.2  Housing Provision 
Page number 138 
Chapter number 13 

* tick one or the other 
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Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 

The District Council is concerned that, in the light of the combination of local circumstances outlined below, the 
scale of housing growth for the District as now proposed in the Draft RSS is not justified and practicable. 

Characteristics of Selby District 

The main characteristics of the District which influence consideration of planning policies guiding the future 
the scale and distribution of growth within Selby include: 
a)  The Scale of Settlements 

Selby is basically a rural District with a population of only around 77,000.  It contains only one Principal 
Service Centre, Selby town.  

b)  Location 

The location of the District within the Leeds City region and adjacent to York has implications for encouraging 
sustainable patterns of movements arising from new development within the District.  Of particular 
importance is the relationship between homes and jobs.  The 2001 Census information reveals that Selby 
District has by far the highest percentage (49%) of residents working outside the District, particularly in Leeds 
and York, of any District within the Region. 

c) Flood Risk 

 Selby District is potentially constrained due to the low lying nature of much of the area and the increasing 
threat of from flooding due to climate change.  Flood risk is on the an important issue to take into account in 
sequentially testing suitable sites for development. 

 d) Previously Developed Land 

 The size and rural history of the District’s settlements has resulted in a limited availability previously 
developed land within the District compared with many of the larger urban areas of the Region.  Bearing in 
mind the Government’s emphasis on utilising such land for development purposes, it forms a broad 
constraint which should influence the potential for, and distribution of, growth within the District relative to 
other areas.  In contrast to the flooding issue, Selby town and adjoining Barlby Parish provides the greatest 
opportunity for previously developed land use within the District. 

 
Scale of Housing Growth 

These local circumstances when viewed alongside the general spatial policies such as YH8 and Y1 which 
restrict development outside Principal Service Centres raises serious doubts as to whether such a level of 
growth is sustainable within the District, particularly beyond the first five years.  It also raises concerns about 
deliverability i.e. as to whether 200-300 plus dpa can be built in Selby and adjoining settlements and what the 
implications are for the viability of other settlements. 

In the short term, the 400 dwellings per annum guideline is considered  achievable in view of the recent high 
level of completions and substantial existing commitments based on Selby District Local Pan Phase 1 
releases.  The longer term concern hinges on whether such a level of growth can be accommodated without 
over-reliance on ‘greenfield’ sites and whether it can be matched by economic growth.  This is particularly 
significant in view of the existing high level of out-commuting (49%).   

Other evidence, which suggests a slightly more cautious approach to levels of housing growth in Selby 
District, occurs within a comparison of future housing requirements for other North Yorkshire Districts and the 
Sustainability Appraisal undertaken for the Draft RSS1. 

 
Comparison of Housing Requirements for North Yorkshire Districts 

A comparison between the new dwelling requirement for each North Yorkshire District is given in Table 1 
below. 

 

 

                                                 
1 Sustainability Appraisal Report for Draft RSS        December 2005 
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Comparison of Dwelling Requirement for NY Districts 

District Population  
2003 

RSS Net New 
Dwelling 
Requirement 
2004 - 2011 

New Dwellings/ 
‘000 Population 

Craven 53,700 250 4.65 

Hambleton 84,900 320 3.77 

Harrogate 152,800 390 2.55 

Richmondshire  49,900 200 4.00 

Ryedale 51,200 230 4.49 

Scarborough 106,700 430 4.03 

SELBY 76,800 390 5.08 

York 183.100 640 2.13 

 
Whilst each District has individual characteristics which govern its potential, Selby can be seen to have the 
highest requirement of all per head of population.  In particular, the requirement/head is double that of 
Harrogate District which contains a Sub-regional centre (Harrogate) and two Principal Service Centres 
(Knaresborough and Ripon).  This suggests a degree of inconsistency in the allocation of new housing. 

RSS Sustainability Appraisal  - Links with Employment Growth 

It is considered that the above analysis is supported by comments in the Sustainability Appraisal of the pre-
Draft RSS policies.  The Appraisal of the York Sub Area Policy Y1 comments that, whilst the concentration of 
new housing and employment growth within the primary centres of York and Selby is welcomed, there is 
concern that “The strategy and policy is vague as to the environmental constraints that exist within the sub-
area (outside of flood risk). More importantly there is no indication as to capacity of York and Selby to sustain 
future development between the two centres. Selby is considered a regeneration priority whose recent 
growth has been partly the result of it acting as a commuter settlement to Leeds and York.  Any future 
housing provision within Selby could encourage this commuter role (York is 14 miles away, Leeds about 20) [ 
[The Yorkshire and Humber Plan – Sustainability Appraisal Report Appendix P] 

The Appraisal goes on to suggest possible mitigation measures “To reduce unsustainable commuting, new 
employment development should be focused in Selby over and above that to be provided in York and 
housing in Selby should be restricted”.    

Whilst changes were made by the Regional Assembly in response to the Appraisal to promote more 
employment development at Selby and promote improvements to public transport, no attempt was made to 
be more restrictive in the amount of housing being proposed.  It is therefore considered that further changes 
should be considered in the  RSS policies which make it explicit that growth in Selby should be employment 
led.  A complementary, more cautious approach to housing development in the District would not only reflect 
this more sustainable approach in terms of travel/commuting but also reflect the current uncertainties over 
the longer term environmental capacity of the District in terms of size of settlement, flood risk, water 
resources and availability of previously developed land.  National policy on flood risk is likely to continue to 
evolve as more information on potential sea level rise emerges. 

 
 

 
 
 

 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

The scale of proposed housing in the District as set out in table 13.2 be reduced beyond 2011 to the more 
practicable level of 350dpa and beyond 2016 to 300dpa.  
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Comment 6 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Policy H3 
Page number 154 
Chapter number 13 

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

Policy H3 seeks to achieve over 40% affordable dwellings on developments of 15 dwellings or more, within 
areas of high need such as Selby District and is generally supported subject to the updating of the text to be 
consistent with the new Consultation Draft of PPS3.   

 
 

 
 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

To provide consistency with Draft PPS3 the Policy H3 should refer to  

o “15 homes or more” rather than “more than 15 homes”. 

o “40% or more” rather than “over 40%”, otherwise there is a gap between categories and  

o Paragraph 13.49 should read “0.5ha or greater” rather than “greater than 0.5ha”. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 7 
  
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Table 14.6 
Page number 177 
Chapter number 14 

* tick one or the other 
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Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

Policy E3 of the Plan which gives guidance on the pattern and scale of employment provision refers to 
specific land forecasts for each authority.  There are serious reservations about the value of the figures, 
which are lower than might be expected, and the basis of their calculation.  The Draft RSS, itself, recognises 
that more up to date or detailed local or sub regional studies will be required to supplement them, in order to 
satisfy the requirement to provide sufficient land in sustainable locations to meet the needs of a modern 
economy.   
 

 
 

 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

That the detailed forecasts of future employment land needs be deleted from RSS or 
included as a qualified technical appendix. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment  8 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Policy ENV5 
Page number 214 
Chapter number 15 

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

The general thrust of Policy ENV5 which sets targets for the delivery of renewable energy capacity in each 
authority to 2010, is supported and there is no objection to the target of 14.4MW set for Selby District, subject 
to the points made below concerning the status of the targets and other developments which facilitate 
renewable energy production.   

 

Part A(iii) of the policy states: 

‘All development strategies, plans and decisions will improve energy efficiency and maximise the efficient 
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use of power sources by: 

A(iii) Locating development to utilise community heating scheme opportunities near major 
sources of power generation, especially those at Immingham and Selby.’  

It is considered that in Selby’s case, the statement is contrary to the general spatial, locational approach 
and York sub-area policy Y1, as it encourages residential development in the Drax and Eggborough 
areas.  The District Council does, however, have an employment policy in the District Local Plan (EMP10 
– See Annex C to this report), which is sympathetic to industrial/business development at or close to Drax 
and Eggborough.  The Council considers that more research is required on this topic to establish the 
feasibility of providing a consistent source of heat from thes staions.  

 
 
 
 

 
 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

It is considered the following points should be brought to the attention of the Examining Panel: 

i) Policy ENV5 Part A(iii) 

Part A(iii) of Policy ENV5 is considered misleading in the case of the reference to Selby as the 
statement could be interpreted as contrary to the RSS’s general spatial, locational approach and 
York sub-area policy Y1, as it encourages residential development in the Drax and Eggborough 
areas.  The District Council suggests that the reference be limited to industrial/business 
development which would be more consistent with RSS strategy and the District Council’s current 
Policy EMP10 in the Selby District Local Plan. 

ii) Status of the targets 

It needs to be made explicit that the achievement of these targets is heavily reliant on the market 
for such developments and whilst local authorities can assist in the ways mentioned in the policy 
text, their achievement is ultimately outside their hands. 

iii) Other contributions to the targets 

Although it is accepted that the use of ‘Installed Renewable Energy Capacity’ is the main 
determinant of the success of the policy, it should not be used as the sole indicator of the 
contribution local authority areas may be making towards the renewable energy targets. For 
example the establishment of installations for the processing and storage of biomass fuels 
facilitate the achievement of targets and, in Selby District particularly, the contribution, the locality 
makes to the country’s conventional, as well as co-fired, energy production, at a cost of 
substantial impact on the local countryside, should be recognised.  

It is therefore suggested that: 

a) That a further monitoring indicator be added relating to ‘Other Facilities Assisting 
Renewable Energy Production’ 

b) That the linkage between co-firing and the Selby District power stations be made more 
explicit. 
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Comment 9 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Policies T4 and T7 and Page 11 & Fig 16.5, Page 

296  
Page number 280  & 294 (and Pages 11 and 296) 
Chapter number 16 (&1) 

* tick one or the other 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

In summarising the characteristics of the Region in Section 2 of the Plan, Selby is referred to in the transport 
section as an inland port.  In addition Policy T7 states, “In addition policies should be developed 
which…………..C  Protect land close to ports for logistics, transport and port related development, focusing 
on uses that support the Region’s economy, without compromising the functions of the operating port.” 

Up to the present Selby District Local Plan policies have aimed to protect land adjacent to the river for 
transhipment purposes from river transport.  However, the policies have not recently, always been rigorously 
enforced as schemes providing valuable regeneration have been brought forward. 

With the reference to the inland port status of Selby and associated protectionist policies for riverside 
wharfages being included within the Draft RSS, it is considered appropriate to review the position of Selby as 
an inland port, particularly as freight traffic is now limited to the supply of one remaining industrial concern in 
Selby. 

The loss of industrial concerns being supplied from the river, together with its traditional shipbuilding industry 
means that the original raison d’etre of the port has been lost.  If this is coupled with a) acknowledged 
navigational difficulties for sea-going vessels reaching and utilising the port and the capital investment 
needed to improve this situation; and b) the fact that the relative short distance to the Humber ports makes 
transhipment to small river craft uneconomic unless supplying directly to major riverside industries in the 
town, the potential for Selby once again to regain a significant port function seems extremely remote.   

In these circumstances it is considered there may be advantage in accepting, however regretfully, the 
situation, that policies protecting riverside locations for river freight usage have become superfluous and may 
be counter productive in encouraging alternative businesses and uses which will better contribute to early 
regeneration of the town. 

It is therefore proposed that references in the Draft RSS which might encourage continuation of protectionist 
policies in Selby be amended.  These include to Selby as an inland port and amendment to policy T7B which 
proposes protecting all wharfages on the navigable waterway system, which includes the Ouse as far as 
Ripon!  A wording which indicates an identification of suitable sites, prior to protection, would be  preferable 
to a crude blanket protection of all existing facilities, whether suitable or not. 
 

 
 

 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

2.44 That the following amendments be made to the Plan: 

i) Page 11   The Yorkshire and Humberside Region   -  omit reference to Selby as an inland port. 

ii) Page 296 – Navigable Waterways diagram  Note 2   Omit reference to terminal at Selby for sea-
faring vessels. 
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iii)    Amend Policies T4(E) and T7(B) to create an ‘identification of approriate sites process’ prior to 
protection rather than a blanket protection of all redundant wharfages. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Comment 10 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*  
I oppose*        
Policy or paragraph number Table 13.2  
Page number 139 
Chapter number 13 

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 

The Council is concerned that there will be difficulties in reconciling the Draft RSS target of 45% for new 
dwelling requirement on previously developed land with the generally limited amount of such land within the 
District, particularly bearing in mind the scale of growth proposed in RSS. 

Previously developed land is primarily located in Selby town and Barlby Parish (e.g Olympia Park).  In 
addition, although there has been a recent increase in the amount of previously developed land being 
brought forward, there is no guarantee that current level of usage are sustainable in the medium and long 
term, with such small settlements as occur in Selby District.  It is noticeable that a large majority of Selby 
District Local Plan Phase 1 residential sites and all of Phase 2 sites are of ‘greenfield’ character.  Whilst 
some new brownfield sites are currently being put forward, it is considered that the previously developed land 
target of 45% would be difficult to achieve in medium to long term and that a lower target would be more 
realistic. 

 
 

 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

That the previously developed land target for Selby District be reduced to 40% of new dwellings. 
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Comment 11 
 
Comments from (ie name of organisation, or Surname):             Selby District Council 
 
I support*        
I oppose*       
Policy or paragraph number Policies E1, E6, E7, ENV1, ENV7, ENV12, 

ENV13, ENV14, T1, T3, T8 and T9 
Page number  
Chapter number  

* tick one or the other 
 
Section C 
 

 

C1.  Why do you support or oppose the policy or paragraph in the draft Plan? 
 
Policies considered to be sound and appropriate, with positive impacts for Selby District. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

C2.  How, specifically, do you want the draft Plan changing, if at all? 
 

No change  
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