
PLANNING COMMITTEE UPDATE 
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Item 5.1  
 
 
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/48/163D/PA  
2014/0372/FUL 

PARISH: Lumby Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mrs S Hawking VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY 
DATE: 

14th April 2014 
 
 
4th July 2014 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Erection of 2no dwellings following demolition of existing  
commercial storage building and the ceasing of commercial use  
 

LOCATION: Pollums House Farm, Lumby, South Milford, Leeds, West  
Yorkshire, LS25 5LD  

 
The application site straddles the boundary between Fairburn and Monk Fryston 
Parish Council, with the access to the site falling into the latter.  Monk Fryston Parish 
Council have been consulted but no comments have been received. 
 
Further to the publication of the agenda further comments have been received by the 
applicant regarding officer’s interpretation and implementation of the NPPF, in 
respect of the inter-relationship of paragraphs 55, 89 and 90 of the NPPF.  In this 
respect the applicant has stated: - 
 
 
“You state in the third paragraph of your email that our argument appears to be 
based upon the similarity of the wording in the tests in para 55 and para 89 NPPF, 
but this is not the case.  In brief, it is our opinion that Paragraph 89 sets out a closed 
list of policy exceptions and there is no evidence, either in the NPPF or in case law, 
to suggest that cases which satisfy one of the policy exceptions under Para 89, must 
also then satisfy the test of special circumstances under para 55 NPPF.  As you 
quite rightly state in the third paragraph of your email, the two tests are not 
analogous.   In fact, open countryside and Green Belt are distinct designations 
where different policy consideration apply and this is clearly reflected in the NPPF 
through the provision of different policy designations. 
 
I do not agree that the case law that we submitted to you does not support this 
position but I would like to add to that supporting case law with the following appeal 
cases: 
 

Church Farm Indoor Arena, Sandy Lane, Bishops Wood, Stafford (Appeal Ref: 
APP/C3430/A/11/2167916) (18 May 2012) – In this case the proposed 
development  was the demolition of the existing indoor riding arena and 
associated buildings and the erection of one dwelling house, garage and 
driveway.  The Inspector firstly considers whether the proposal would amount to 



inappropriate development.  Noting that it is a previously developed site, the 
Inspector concludes that the redevelopment would not have a greater impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than 
the existing development.  The Inspector states “Accordingly, having assessed 
the proposal as a whole, and having not been directed to any specific NPPF 
policies which indicate that development should be restricted, it is my conclusion 
on this issue that, by reason of the sixth exception to the generality of the rule set 
out at paragraph 89 NPPF, construction of the building proposed would not 
amount to inappropriate development”.  The Inspector does not consider Para 55 
in this decision. 
 
 Bennetts Farm, Lock Lane, Pryford Road, Woking GU22 8UE (Appeal Ref: 
APP/A3655/A/12/2178517) (18 January 2013) – The development proposed in 
this case was “demolition of all buildings and hard standing areas and the 
erection of a single detached house”.  Having concluded easily that 
the  development falls within the sixth bullet point of para 89, the Inspector turns 
to the relevant issues being (i) the openness on the Green Belt, (ii) the visual 
amenity of the GB and the character and appearance of the area, and (iii) 
highways safety.  The Inspector concludes that the proposals accord with 
national and development plan policies and allows the appeal.  
 
Meechlands Farm, Uckfield Lane, Hever, Edenbridge (Appeal Ref: 
APP/G2245/A/14/2221943) – The proposed development in this case related to 
the demolition of the existing farmhouse and the erection of a replacement 
dwelling.  Whilst there was an extant permission for a replacement dwelling in 
this case, the Inspector would still have to consider the proposal against all 
relevant policies in the NPPF.  However, whilst the openness of the Green Belt, 
character and appearance are all considered (including the general design of the 
house, noting that it is a suitable design and sensitive to the surrounding rural 
area) the test in para 55 is not mentioned in this decision.  This decision is similar 
to the appeal decision in Woodhouse Farm, which we cited in our earlier 
email.  Whilst there was also a fall back position in that case, the Inspector would 
still need to consider the proposals against all relevant NPPF policies, even if the 
fall back position is a material consideration.   However, in that case, there is no 
mention of NPPF 55. 
 

If, as you argue, the redevelopment of a previously developed site does not meet the 
additional criteria in Para 55, then the result is that previously developed sites which 
are no longer in use will remain derelict or vacant.  This conflicts with the NPPF 
requirement to encourage the re-use of previously developed land.  Whilst we agree 
with your point that Green Belt policy occupies a unique place in the hierarchy of 
considerations and that this doesn’t not exclude other considerations, such as 
general design and sustainability, we do not believe that having satisfied the criteria 
in para 89 NPPF it is then justified to test proposals against a second set of criteria 
specifically relating to open countryside under para 55 NPPF.  Para 55 NPPF sets 
out stringent tests relating to open countryside, the application of which in addition to 
those to be applied in Green Belt policy is unnecessary and unjustified. 
 



As already stated, if it had been the Government’s intention to apply further criteria to 
the closed list of exceptions under para 89, these would have been included within 
the Green Belt policies in the NPPF.”  
 
Officer Response 
 
In response, officers have undertaken their own review of planning appeal decisions 
and have found several, in which the Planning Inspector, having had applied Green 
Belt policy, test in paragraph 89 or 90 go on to apply the policy tests set out in 
paragraph 55 of the NPPF. 
 
Kimpton Bottom Nursery APP/X1925/A/14/2216053, dated 2 Feb 2015, for the 
demolition of glasshouse and store and conversion of nursery buildings into two 3 
bed dwellings. 
 
The main issues identified were the Green Belt tests, effect on character and 
appearance of area and whether the development constituted sustainable 
development.  The development was found to be ‘not inappropriate’.  In the 
balancing section paragraph 55 of the NPPF is applied but as a question of fact the 
development is found not to be isolated and that the ‘special circumstances’ test in 
para 55 would be met in any event. 
 
Officers note that the Inspector therefore has regard to the tests set out in paragraph 
55 of the NPPF. 
 
Hitchambury Farm APP/N0410/A/14/2220241, dated 24 Sept 2014, for the 
demolition of vacant farm sheds and the construction of a 5 bed detached dwelling. 
 
The main issues identified were Green Belt and whether granting permission could 
be used tom justify further harmful development in the Green Belt.  The Inspector 
agreed that it was inappropriate but argued it that very special circumstances 
existed.   
 
The Inspector noted that para 55 applies to rural areas and does not exclude Green 
Belt and went on to considered the four tests in para 55. 
 
The Inspector concluded that para 55 tests had been met and very special 
circumstances had been shown. 
 
Officers note that the Inspector therefore has regard to the tests set out in paragraph 
55 of the NPPF. 
 
Rosetree Cottage APP/P2935/A/14/2228905, 12 March 2015, for a new dwelling in 
Green Belt in an isolated location. 
 
The main issues identified by the Inspector included whether the prosed 
development would be appropriate or inappropriate in the Green Belt, effect on the 
openness of the Green Belt and character and appearance, whether the proposed 
dwelling would be in a sustainable location and whether there is a need to 
demonstrate that the building cannot be used for employment purposes or tourism. 



 
The development was found to not constitute inappropriate development in the 
Green Belt and there was no other harm to the Green Belt. The Inspector applied the 
para 55 tests as this was an isolated site, He found that the addition of 1 dwelling to 
two existing dwellings would be in just as sustainable location as the existing 
dwellings and as such this was not an unsustainable location. 
 
Kingwell Farm APP/F0114/A/14/2220728, dated 25 September 2014, for outline 
permission for the erection of an agricultural workers dwelling. 
 
The main issues identified by the Inspector included Green Belt and very special 
circumstances. 
 
The Inspector concludes that the development is inappropriate development, but that 
very special circumstances exist. Inspector goes on to apply Para 55  and concludes 
“I am satisfied that the proposal for an additional dwelling complies with paragraph 
55 of the framework precluding isolated homes in the countryside unless there are 
special circumstances. 
 
In respect to the appeal decisions put forward by the applicant officers would 
comment as follows. 
 
Church Farm Indoor Arena, Sandy Lane, Bishops Wood, Stafford (Appeal Ref: 
APP/C3430/A/11/2167916) (18 May 2012).  
 
Officers note that the inspector applies the Green Belt tests, but does not consider 
para 55 and states there is no NPPF policy which he has been directed to which 
restricts development. 
 
However officer also note that the Inspector describes the application as comprising 
“part of a larger land holding, consisting mostly of grazing paddocks, at the south-
eastern edge of the small rural settlement of Bishops Wood, within the Metropolitan 
Green Belt.  It is therefore possible that the Inspector did not consider the site to be 
“isolated”. 
 
Bennetts Farm, Lock Lane, Pryford Road, Woking GU22 8UE (Appeal Ref: 
APP/A3655/A/12/2178517) (18 January 2013) 
 
Officers note that although the officer report for the application concluded that the 
site was in an unsustainable location this was not given as a reason for refusal or 
disputed at the appeal. 
 
 
 



Meechlands Farm, Uckfield Lane, Hever, Edenbridge (Appeal Ref: 
APP/G2245/A/14/2221943)  
 
This proposal relates to an alternative design for a replacement dwelling that had 
been approved by Sevenoaks Council.  In addition the application property lies 
adjacent to a small settlement with a public house, albeit the application property 
was located 60m along a private access track.   
 
Officers would suggest that the case is not comparable with Pollums Farm and that 
Meechlands Farm does not occupy an isolated location. 
 
Conclusion 
Officers conclude that the cases put forward by the applicant in support of the 
application, may not refer to paragraph 55 for a variety of reasons.  In addition it is 
considered that they do not form a reliable basis for concluding that proposal in the 
Green Belt are precluded from assessment under paragraph 55 of the NPPF. 
 
Item: 5.2  
 
 
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

2015/0322/FUL PARISH: Hambleton 

APPLICANT: Pilcher Homes Ltd VALID DATE: 16th April 2015 
 

EXPIRY DATE: 11th June 2015 
 

PROPOSAL: Proposed demolition of public house and redevelopment to create 8 No 
dwellings, including roads, sewers, external works and landscape 
 

LOCATION: Wheatsheaf Inn 
87 Main Road 
Hambleton 
Selby 
 

 
 
Officers can confirm that the floor area of the proposed development is 870m2 which 
is well below the 10,000m2 threshold in the PPG. 
 
For the purposes of clarity officers confirm that the site is located in Flood Zone 1 
and hence a sequential test is not required. 
 
The following condition should be added to the suite of proposed Conditions:  
 

No dwelling to which this planning permission relates shall be occupied until a 
scheme for waste and recycling management has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The approved scheme 
shall thereafter be carried out in its entirety until it is amended in accordance 
with developing practise by the local authority. 



 
Reason:  
To safeguard to the rights of control by the Local Planning Authority in the 
interests of in order to comply with Policies ENV1 and CS6 of the Selby 
District Local Plan. 

 
 
Item 5.3 
 
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

2015/0415/FUL 
(8/13/185B/PA) 

PARISH: Beal Parish Council 

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr Tony Watkins VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY 
DATE: 

22 April 2015 
 
22 July 2015 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Construction and operation of a solar photovoltaic farm including site 
access, ancillary infrastructure, access tracks, fencing, inverter and 
transformer stations, substations, cabling, CCTV, fencing and 
landscaping on land to the south of Kellingley Colliery, west of 
Sudforth Lane, north-west of Stubbs Bridge. 

LOCATION: Sudforth Lane, Beal, Goole, East Yorkshire 

 
1.4 Consultations 
 
1.4.27 Historic England  
  

Historic England Advice 
The application proposes the construction and operation of a ground mounted 
solar photovoltaic farm with associated access, infrastructure and equipment 
on land south of Kellingley Colliery. 
 
Historic England is content in principle with the proposed development and 
are in agreement with the submitted Heritage Desk Based Assessment which 
states; 'Due to a combination of intervening distance, topography, vegetation 
and built form, there is no inter-visibility between any of these assets and the 
proposed development site'. It is recommended that Lucie Hawkins, Principal 
Archaeologist at North Yorkshire County Council is consulted on the 
proposals. 
 
Recommendation 
Historic would urge the Council to address the above issues, and recommend 
that the application should be determined in accordance with national and 
local policy guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Item 5.4  
 
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

8/43/45M/PA 
2015/0238/OUT 

PARISH: Great Heck Parish Council  

APPLICANT: 
 

Mr Anthony 
Brocklesby 

VALID DATE: 
 
EXPIRY DATE: 

10 March 2015  
 
5 May 2015 
 

PROPOSAL: 
 

Outline application with all matters reserved for the erection of a dwelling 

LOCATION: Four Winds, Long Lane, Great Heck, Goole 

 
1.4 Consultations 
 
1.4.5 Council’s Contaminated Land Consultant  
 There are no objections subject to the inclusion of conditions.  
 
2.17 Recommendation 

Please note the additional recommended conditions (5-9) following the response 
from the Council’s Contaminated Land Consultant.  
 
5. An investigation and risk assessment, in addition to any assessment provided 

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

 
(i)  a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination; 
(ii)  an assessment of the potential risks to: 

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

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

 
(iii)   an appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred 

option(s). 
 

This must be conducted in accordance with DEFRA and the Environment 
Agency’s ‘Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, 
CLR 11’. 

 



Reason:  
To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the 
land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that 
the development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks 
to workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors.  

 
6. A detailed remediation scheme to bring the site to a condition suitable 

for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to human health, 
buildings and other property and the natural and historical 
environment must be prepared, and is subject to the approval in 
writing of the Local Planning Authority. The scheme must include all 
works to be undertaken, proposed remediation objectives and 
remediation criteria, timetable of works and site management 
procedures. The scheme must ensure that the site will not qualify as 
contaminated land under Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act 
1990 in relation to the intended use of the land after remediation. 

 
Reason:  
To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the 
land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that 
the development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks 
to workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors. 

 
7. The approved remediation scheme must be carried out in accordance 

with its terms prior to the commencement of development other than 
that required to carry out remediation, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Local Planning Authority 
must be given two weeks written notification of commencement of the 
remediation scheme works. 

 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved 
remediation scheme, a verification report that demonstrates the 
effectiveness of the remediation carried out must be produced, and is 
subject to the approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority. The 
verification report shall contain a statement that the approved 
remediation scheme has been undertaken and that the site is suitable 
for its intended use.   

 
Reason: 
To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the 
land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that 
the development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks 
to workers, neighbours and other offsite receptors. 

 
8. In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out 

the approved development that was not previously identified it must be 
reported in writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An 
investigation and risk assessment must be undertaken in accordance 
with the requirements of condition 1/BS10175, and where remediation 
is necessary a remediation scheme must be prepared in accordance 
with the requirements of condition 2, which is subject to the approval 
in writing of the Local Planning Authority. 



 
Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation 
scheme a verification report must be prepared, which is subject to the 
approval in writing of the Local Planning Authority in accordance with 
condition 3. 

 
Reason:  
To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of the land 
and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to controlled 
waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the development 
can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours 
and other offsite receptors. 

 
 
Item: 5.5 
 
 
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

2015/0103/OUT PARISH Hemingbrough 

APPLICANT: Mr and Mrs Caulfield  VALID DATE 3 February 2015 
 

EXPIRY DATE 5 May 2015  
 

PROPOSAL: Outline application will all matters reserved for residential development 
on land adjoining  
 

LOCATION: Woodland House  
School Road  
Hemingbrough  
 

 
There is printing / formatting error in the noted Condition at Section 2.24.   As such 
Condition 8 is actually the later section of the recommended Condition 7.   
 
Item: 5.7  
 
APPLICATION 
NUMBER: 
 

2015/0356/OUT PARISH Eggborough 

APPLICANT: Howard White  VALID DATE 27/4/2015 
 

:EXPIRY DATE 27/07/2015 
 

PROPOSAL: Outline planning permission for a residential development  
 

LOCATION: Selby Road, Eggborough  
 

 
There are a series of updates on this application relation to Education, 
Contamination, Sustainable Urban Drainage and Development Policy. Taking these 
in turn. 



 
Education – since initial comments were made on the application NYCC Education 
have received updated information on the census and school capacity, As a result 
they have now requested a contribution from the development equating to £81,576.  
The Agent has been advised of this and as the monies are for a specific school are 
to be required within S106.  
 
Contamination – further information has been provided by the Applicants which 
have been considered by the Councils Contamination they have confirmed that  
 

“Further to our previous review of the design and access statement and a 
contaminated land statement I have now reviewed a Phase 1 desktop study 
from the Yes Consultancy dated July 2015. I can confirm that the report 
complies with the requirements of technical guidance and that the conclusions 
appear reasonable. There are no further issues other than for the developer to 
report any currently unknown CL issues to the authority and to act upon them 
in accordance with technical requirements if and when they become apparent 
during the development process. A sign off from the consultant post 
construction confirming no further issues have arisen would now render 
standard contaminated land conditions as met if they have been applied to the 
proposed development”. 

 
As such a suite of conditions are proposed relating to the approach should 
unexpected contamination be found on site during development.  
 
Sustainable Urban Drainage (NYCC) – further information has been submitted by 
the Agents in response to comments from the NYCC SUD’s Officer.   
 
The initial comments from the SUD’s Officer noted 
 

“It is acceptable in principle to use soakaways to manage surface water 
however this must be justified by soakaway test results. This is important at 
the outline stage as unsuitable results could have a significant impact on the 
site layout. The applicant must also demonstrate that the groundwater level at 
the site would remain at least 1m below the base of any soakaway before this 
type of SuDS could be determined to be appropriate. 
 
There have been flooding incidents to properties on Stuart Grove, south west 
of the development site. The applicant must demonstrate that drainage 
proposals for this development do not increase this flood risk or indeed any off 
site flood risk. 
 
The Flood Risk assessment proposes soakaways being sited in the gardens 
of properties. Please note that it is required that local planning authorities 
ensure that there are clear arrangements in place for ongoing maintenance of 
SuDS over the lifetime of a development. Having soakaways within property 
curtilages does not ensure ongoing maintenance and it is difficult to guarantee 
performance of SuDS operated and maintained by homeowners, unless the 
applicant can demonstrate otherwise.  
 



Until additional information is provided we would be unable to take the view 
that surface water management has been given sufficient consideration, 

 
In response the Agents advised that  
 

“I have discussed the SuDs Officer's comments with our drainage consultant 
and would respond as follows: 
  
This is an outline application with all matters reserved.  The layout plan 
submitted is indicative only.  Should outline consent be granted it is likely that 
the site will be sold on to a developer.  It is not possible to design a detailed 
drainage scheme until the final layout has been agreed.  At reserved matters 
stage the layout will be designed with SUDs in mind, on site open space will 
be provided and if necessary a balancing pond.  These provide space for 
sustainable drainage solutions.  As no final decisions can be made on surface 
water drainage until the design and layout proposals are further developed, 
percolation tests are considered unnecessary at this stage.  To undertake 
percolation tests at outline stage without an approved site layout would not be 
beneficial.  Whilst it is agreed these will be necessary at a later date, to 
undertake percolation tests you need to know where the proposed 
hardstanding and soft landscaping will be located, as you are supposed to 
undertake the percolation tests in the actual proposed location of the 
soakaway/s.  In addition, the proposed floor layouts of the buildings need to 
be approved so that it can be worked out where the proposed surface water 
drains will be located on each building and details such as fall pipes etc... This 
will make it easier to route the storm water to the proposed locations of the 
soakaways.  
 
In summary, given that layout and design are reserved, and therefore would 
not be affected as suggested by the SuDs Officer, a condition could be 
imposed requiring surface water drainage proposals to be submitted as part of 
the reserved matters application.  Such proposals will ensure that flood risk is 
not increased either on or off site. 
I trust that this is satisfactory n light of all the planning guidance that indicates 
LPA's should look for solutions and use conditions wherever possible to 
address concerns rather than to delay development”. 
 

We have consulted the SUD’s Officer at NYCC and he has advised that  
 

SuDS should be considered in suitable detail as part of outline applications as 
it can have a significant impact on site layout and indeed the viability of a site. 
The early consideration of SuDS is recommended good practice. It is however 
not a legal requirement, so as planning authority you choose how much 
weight you wish to assign to this practice. 
 
With respect to comments below from the applicant’s agent, detailed drainage 
design is not required to assess soakaway suitability and percolation tests are 
recommended at this stage to verify that proposals will function in principle. 
Undertaking percolation tests at outline stage without an approved site layout 
would be beneficial as it will demonstrate whether soakaways will function. To 



undertake percolation tests to verify the propriety of soakaway at outline 
planning stage you do not need to know where the proposed hardstanding 
and soft landscaping will be located, as you do not at this stage need to 
undertake the percolation tests in the actual proposed location of the 
soakaway/s.  In addition, the proposed floor layouts of the buildings do not 
need to be approved so that it can be worked out where the proposed surface 
water drains will be located on each building and details such as fall pipes etc. 
 
Should you be minded to approve outline planning permission we would 
recommend the following condition: 
 
No development shall take place until a detailed design and associated 
management and maintenance plan of surface water drainage for the site 
based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the 
hydrological and hydrogeological context of the development has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
surface water drainage design should demonstrate that the surface water 
runoff generated during rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 years 
rainfall event, to include for climate change and urban creep, will not exceed 
the run-off from the undeveloped site following the corresponding rainfall 
event. The approved drainage system shall be implemented in accordance 
with the approved detailed design prior to completion of the development. 
 
The scheme to be submitted shall demonstrate that the surface water 
drainage system(s) are designed in accordance with the standards detailed in 
North Yorkshire County Council SuDS Design Guidance. 
 
Reasons 
To prevent the increased risk of flooding; to ensure the future maintenance of 
the sustainable drainage system, to improve and protect water quality and 
improve habitat and amenity. 

 
On this basis it is proposed that this condition should be added to the suite of 
conditions on this application.  
 
Policy – a response has been received from Planning Policy, this notes  
 

“This proposal is outside the Development Limits of a Designated Service 
Village and is therefore contrary to the adopted Selby District Local Plan. 
However as the Council currently has less than a 5 year supply of housing 
land, relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-
to-date. Therefore this proposal must be considered against the NPPF’s 
presumption in favour of sustainable development and paragraph 14. 
 
The relevant part of paragraph 14 of the NPPF in this case is that local 
planning authorities should:  
 
“grant permission unless 
 



• Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the 
policies in this Framework take as a whole; or  
• Specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be 
restricted” 

 
This proposal does not lie within any specially protected areas, such as Green 
Belt, where the NPPF would restrict development (bullet pt 2 above). Taking 
account of the issues, including those raised by the Policy and Strategy team 
mentioned above, you will need to decide if any adverse impacts of approving 
this development in the open countryside in this location are not considered to 
significantly outweigh the benefits of the provision of market and affordable 
housing for the village of Eggborough, which has been identified as a focus 
for some growth in the Council’s adopted Local Plan. 
 
Provided there are no other adverse impacts identified by the case officer and 
provided any infrastructure capacity issues can be dealt with through 
conditions and/or legal agreements, the Policy and Strategy team raise no 
objections to the scheme.” 
 

Update to Recommendation  
 
The application is therefore recommended for APPROVAL subject to a S106 
seeking:  
 

• Affordable Housing – 40%on site provision  
• On Site Recreational Open Space provision in accordance with Policy RT2 of 

the Selby District Local Plan and On-going management and maintenance of 
this Open Space  

• Waste and Recycling Contribution based on £65 per Dwelling  
• Education Contribution of  £81,576 for use at Whitley & Eggborough 

Community Primary School 
 
Plus the following additional Conditions:  
 

Contamination  
If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be 
present at the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in 
writing with the Local Planning Authority) shall be carried out until the 
developer has submitted a remediation strategy to the local planning authority 
detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with and obtained 
written approval from the Local Planning Authority. The remediation strategy 
shall be implemented as approved. 
 
Reason:  To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users  of 
the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, 
neighbours and other offsite receptors. 
 



SUDs  
No development shall take place until a detailed design and associated 
management and maintenance plan of surface water drainage for the site 
based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the 
hydrological and hydrogeological context of the development has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
surface water drainage design should demonstrate that the surface water 
runoff generated during rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 years 
rainfall event, to include for climate change and urban creep, will not exceed 
the run-off from the undeveloped site following the corresponding rainfall 
event. The approved drainage system shall be implemented in accordance 
with the approved detailed design prior to completion of the development. 
 
The scheme to be submitted shall demonstrate that the surface water 
drainage system(s) are designed in accordance with the standards detailed in 
North Yorkshire County Council SuDS Design Guidance. 
 
Reasons 
To prevent the increased risk of flooding; to ensure the future maintenance of 
the sustainable drainage system, to improve and protect water quality and 
improve habitat and amenity. 


