Appleton Roebuck and Acaster Selby Parish Council
John Passmore Clerk to the Council

Dear Sirs,
2020/0258;0259;0278;0279;0287/ATD Roebuck Barracks.

Please note we have not received consultation papers on the above applications. Consequently these comments have been hastily prepared. 
The Parish Council objects to the above applications on the following grounds:
1. The site for the proposed development does not comply with the requirements for permitted development under class Q;
The applicant states that ‘The site was last used for agriculture as a pig farming business. The building was used solely for an agricultural use as part of an established agricultural unit on and prior to 20th March 2013.’
However in a previous application (2014/0813/OUT) the applicant stated
‘ 1.2 The site was originally developed as a barracks in the 1943 and was used by the Canadian Air Force to house over 300 service personnel. It was sold in 1963 and used for rearing chickens and more recently pigs; both intensively farmed. It was used for rearing pigs until 2003 and was sold in 2011 to the current landowner and applicant.’ 
The last use date of 2003 appears in several researched reports attached to the applications including;
2.3.1 Lithos have been able to interview former employees of the piggery, and the following information has been gleaned:  The former poultry farm was purchased by the Bradshaw family in the mid-1970s and ‘converted’ to a piggery. It ceased operation as a piggery in 2003, and was subsequently sold in 2010.

2. The buildings in question which were temporary buildings, are not capable with reasonable building works of being used as dwelling houses;
In the case of 0258 and 0259 the survey is non-specific and vague as to whether floors will be removed, how internal skins will be accommodated, and roof material to be considered by the Architect.
In the 2014 application the buildings were described as
5.7 The site was last used in around 2003 prior to its disposal in 2011. Whilst the site has a neglected feel with a lot of scrubby overgrowth, the original brick-built barracks buildings remain in situ. The buildings are generally in a poor state of repair. They have not blended into the landscape and can be viewed from Broad Lane (see the Design and Access Statement). 
Lithos report
2.2.3 The majority of the buildings are single storey ‘shed’ type structures which are of brick and concrete construction with corrugated asbestos-cement roofs. A number of taller brick-built ‘tower’ like structures remain in the south which appear to house storage tanks, thought to have formerly contained water.
 
Similar developments have been commenced on similar buildings where it was not achievable to convert the buildings despite expert reports stating the opposite. The amount of work required amounts to a rebuild rather than a conversion.

3. The contamination of the site raises extreme concern regarding the wellbeing of future residents. The report by York makes grim reading and questions the marketability of any dwellings.

In conclusion I would bring to your attention the report of your planning officer in the 2016/1059/FULM application, which deals with many of the aspects of concern. In particular the buildings referred to as minimal and not of the design or nature of a permanent structure. He also questions the use of the land for human habitations. The comments can be found under the headings Structural and Contamination.

Yours Faithfully
John Passmore.
08/04/2020

[bookmark: _GoBack]Cllr. Mills made the following observation and requested that it be recorded similar to a minute. It did not form part of the submission to Selby D. C.
I'm not in agreement with the proposed response for the following reasons:

1. The accepted last use for the buildings was agricultural, that this was in 2003 is irrelevant. There has been no subsequent use and therefore they remain agricultural buildings. If they are no longer agricultural buildings then I would be grateful if someone could suggest what the buildings are now classed as and point to the change of use application?

2. Permitted development rights still have to comply with building regulations so I'm not sure how we can say things would be unsafe. 

3. As far as I'm aware none of us are developers and therefore is it for us to call into question the marketability of a development? If people want to take the risk of investing their money then they should be able to. 

Personally if we were to submit a response at this stage I think we would be well within our rights to raise our concerns about the development in future possibly exceeding the permitted development rights and point to the obvious case within our Parish. I find it difficult that as a PC we would oppose the law and let's not forget that permitted development is firmly established within the legal framework.

Thanks,

James 

