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Question 1     Please provide any comments here on the Sustainability Appraisal. Please ensure you clearly reference the section, paragraph, table or appendix.
The appraisal appears to be fair.
Question 2     Please provide any comments here on the Habitats Regulations Assessment. Please ensure you clearly reference the section, paragraph, table or appendix.
The assessment appears to be well balanced.
Question 3     Please let us know here if you have any General Comments. Please ensure you clearly reference the topic or document.
1. Selby Plan. This plan is too early: the existing plan does not expire until 2027, and the new Unitary Authority will be in place by 2022/3. The targets and developments currently extend to 2027 and in many cases have already been met or exceeded, in particular in DSVs. The goalposts are now being moved to impose further targets before the old ones have expired.
2. The document is too lengthy, at over 1000 pages plus supporting documents, and complex for public comprehension. Only people with decent IT ability and the perseverance of a Saint will have the ability to complete the task.
3. This consultation is taking place during a pandemic when residents have no access to written copies of the documents normally on display in public buildings. This could be seen as discriminatory against those without internet access or a level of competency that enables them to navigate the SDC website.
4. We have been informed that not all residents in the district received a notice of this consultation by post, as was promised.
5. The Local Plan Consultation could be judged to be premature in the light of Local Government reorganisation which will be determined by next year.  As with SDC, surrounding authorities within North Yorkshire have Local Plans that have many years to run. It would be more prudent to wait until after reorganisation before determining a new plan, thus saving the council tax payer many thousands of pounds.
6. The Consultation Document is contradictory. The selection of Tier 1 and Tier 2 villages is apparently based on the levels of Key services that the village has and says the greater number of houses will be directed at Tier 1 villages and yet in Selby District Council Local Plan Background Paper: Settlement Hierarchy January 2021 Methodology Consultation Option H allocates 5% more houses to Tier 2 villages than Tier 1 villages.
7. There are inconsistencies in the document, such as the method of allocation of houses to villages under different options. For instance, the Preferred Spatial Strategy paper states that the number of houses allocated to Appleton Roebuck should be 70; the Consultation Document states that the preferred site of AROE-I is allocated ‘up to 50 houses’ but the Site Assessment document states site AROE-I has a capacity of 82 houses but is only allocating a small area of the site for 50 houses. 
8. The Plan is confusing to the reader.
9. The Local Plan has been written using previous consultation and basic facts within the DC.  However, subjective language has been used that is open to interpretation eg ‘close proximity’. What does it mean: 3 miles; 5 miles; 8 miles?  Vocabulary needs to be specific to avoid misinterpretation.
10. The Sustainability Appraisal raises points -
3.2.10. Some sites have the potential to be detrimental  ……………………
3.2.13. A large development in a small place will be more harmful than a smaller development in a large place
5.3.2 Dispersed approaches are unlikely to support new facilities but could support the vitality of existing ones.
8.11.4. Though the expansion of settlements is mostly proportionate …………’
The document does not address what will happen if a site is proved to be detrimental, or if housing allocations are likely to swamp the local village school.
11. ‘Proportionate growth’ is a vague term. Vocabulary needs to be specific to avoid misinterpretation. -  5%; 10%; ?%?
12 SA 1.1.9 states ‘Full account should be taken of local needs and environmental, social and economic constraints’, but this has not been the case.
Question 4     Please let us know here if there is a Local Plan issue which we have omitted.
It is impossible to say; there are masses of documents; it is not possible to read through them and recognise any omissions.
Question 5     Please submit any comments on the evidence base documents here. Please specify which document you are commenting on and reference any section or paragraph.
There are 27 documents some quite lengthy and complex, it is impossible to read them all and digest in the time scale.
Question 6 (p30)     Do you support the Vision for the District? If not, please explain your reasons and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No
1. The vision is very laudable in many respects. However it is completely unachievable as key elements of it are ignored in the policies, e.g. Hierarchy of Settlements. In addition many of the factors are outside the control of Selby DC, such as Transport Links, road networks etc. If access to jobs in Leeds is an issue, concentrate the Housing there. Again out of Selby's control.
2. There are further flaws in the vision. Whilst sounding very commendable the main issues are around housing allocation. Affordable housing needs to be built in affordable locations with easy access to frequent public transport and affordable utilities.
3. Villages that only have oil or LPG and rely on multiple car ownership are not very affordable places to live. Full account should be taken of all aspects of day to day living, whether mentioned in the NPPF or not.
Question 7 (p31)     Do you support the Vision for Selby Town? If not, please explain your reasons and explain how you would like to see it changed. 
Yes. 
Question 8 (p32)    Do you support the Vision for Tadcaster? If not, please explain your reasons and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes.
Question 9 (p32)    Do you support the Vision for Sherburn in Elmet? If not, please explain your reasons and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes.
Question 10 (p36)    Do you agree with the proposed Local Plan Objectives? If not, please give the reasons for your answer and explain how you would like to see them changed. Please indicate the Objective(s) you are talking about by referring to their title.
No.
1. Limited development should take place in Villages to preserve their size and nature. People have chosen to live in villages because of their nature and character.
Sustainable patterns of development -
2. Full account should be taken of a location’s constraints, negatives as well as positives. It may have a school as its key service – hence, according to criteria, making it a sustainable location. But drainage that cannot cope with the current housing allocation does not appear in any criteria.
3. The need for housing is ignored. Areas identified with need are inter alia Leeds. Building in villages well away from the need, creates the need to travel, which creates the need to build more infrastructure.
Transport and Infrastructure – 
4. The existing infrastructure needs to be adequate, which it is not, before contemplating adding further load; Appleton Roebuck has a 1968 antiquated sewerage system installed to service a population that has more than doubled, and has additions such as Bilbrough Village and Bilbrough Top services including 2 hotels and 3 fast food outlets. The system cannot take with any more development.
5. Our local bus service runs 5 times per day; is not a frequent service suitable for getting to work; takes an hour to get to York; is subsidised by York, and does not travel to Tadcaster our local hub. This plan is unable to remedy the inadequacies.

Question 11(p40)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Sustainable Development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. Greenbelt protection should be enhanced wherever possible, and not removed or diluted, in order to fulfil its primary role.
2. The principle to sustainable development is reasonably sound but sadly the plan contradicts the principle in its execution.  Part of the definition of sustainability is to support the well-being of residents. Residents need services and facilities. The local plan is promoting development in villages that cannot even supply eg a frequent bus service let alone a local shop.
Question 12 (p43)    Do you agree with the preferred Spatial Approach? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. The Methodology to arrive at the Hierarchy Table is ludicrous. It appears to be concocted to enable the wishes of the Authority to ignore local opinion, NDPs, environmental constraints and build in unsustainable, yet lucrative places, which give high yields of Council Tax for little expenditure.

2. The Spatial Approach should focus on regenerating Selby and developing new settlements that provide the services, facilities and infrastructure that people need. Tier 1 & 2 villages cannot always provide the high standard that is vital for the well-being of residents.
Question 13 (p45)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Selby Town Regeneration Area? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 14 (p46)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Development Limits? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. The methodology of drawing the line around preferred sites is incorrect (Figure 2 critical flow chart). The development envelope should be assessed independently based on the sustainability etc. of the settlement itself. The development limit should then be used in the criteria for assessing preferred sites. It should not be led by land submissions which will pre-empt the planning process, allow unstoppable unsustainable development, and could also leave out sites which have not been put forward.
2. Small villages are vulnerable and should NOT have their development limits removed; it is a critical planning tool. Removal will create widespread unstoppable development.
Question 15 (p48)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Development in the Countryside? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. There is an obvious discrepancy between the Preferred Approach 'development limited to activities which have an essential need to be located in the countryside', and the Plan as a whole. Most of the preferred sites for dwellings are in the countryside. Further policies go against the principle and provide loopholes to permit such development. These loopholes should be removed
Question 16 (p49)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Strategic Countryside Gaps? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. If the gap is in place then it should be absolute, unless it can be established the gap was included erroneously.
Question 17 (p50)    Do you agree with the proposed amendments to the following Strategic Countryside Gaps? 
1. The removal of Hensall North / South? 
2. The removal of Stillingfleet? 
3. The amended boundary at Barlby & Osgodby? 
4. The amended boundary at Church Fenton East / West? 
5. The amended boundary at Cliffe / Hemingbrough? 
6. The amended boundary at Gateforth? 
7. The amended boundary at Thorganby? 
8. The boundary at Thorpe Willoughby? 
9. The new proposed Strategic Countryside Gap at Eggborough / Kellington?
Question 18 (p51)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Green Belt? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 19 (p52)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Neighbourhood Planning? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. Existing plan ARAS 2017-27: The Plan has been adopted by Selby DC and should extend to 2027. It is being totally ignored. Targets set in the core strategy have been exceeded; The new plan seeks to bring new targets in 2023, and development specifically contrary to the NDP. This is unfair, unreasonable, undemocratic, and contrary to the principles of localism.
2. Emerging Plans: It seems a lot of money is going to be wasted, as they are being set obligations which go against the whole concept of Localism.

3.The NDP was formed by consulting the local people, and respecting their vote, whereas the ‘call for sites’ is arbitrary and wasn’t voted upon. It is not the responsibility of the NDP groups to call for land, but represent the wishes of local people.
Question 20 (p54)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Design of New Development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes 
Question 21 (p57)    Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to Tackling Climate Change? 1. Communities and Infrastructure Resilience 2. Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3. Contributing to Low Carbon Travel 4. Renewable Energy Development 5. Improvements to the Natural Environment If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. General contradiction exists. Locally: You want to build in the country side, resulting in car journeys to cities for work and services.
Question 22 (p62)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Flood Risk? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes

Question 23 (p65)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Proposals which Affect the Historic Environment? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 24 (p66)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Heritage at Risk? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 25 (p69)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to meeting employment needs? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 26 (p72)    Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to the Protection of Employment Land? 1. The protection of defined Key Employment Areas listed above
 2. The protection of other existing employment sites and premises If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. The protection of employment land for the sake of it is unsustainable. The provision of dwellings close to the sites is paramount to the success and vitality of business, supportive of transport and clean air policies, and should be encouraged.
Question 27 (p73)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to New Economic Development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes.
Question 28 (p74)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Rural Economy? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 29 (p76)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Tourist, Recreation & Cultural Facilities? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes.
Question 30 (p79)    Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to Holiday Accommodation? 
1. Serviced and non-serviced holiday accommodation 
2. Touring caravan and campsites 
3. The imposition of conditions to restrict the use and / or period of occupation. If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
1.Yes
2.Yes
3.Yes

Question 31 (p82)    Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to Town Centres and Retailing? 
1. The proposed hierarchy of centres 
2. The proposed approach to out of centre development If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
1.Yes
2.Yes
Question 32 (p83)    Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to Local Shops? 1. The protection of existing facilities 2. Proposals for new local shops If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
1.Yes
2.Yes
Question 33 (p85)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Hot Food Takeaways? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 34 (p86)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Advertisements? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. Street advertisement detracts from road safety.   Listed buildings and conservation areas should be left unscathed. Vocabulary is too vague. 
Question 35 (p89)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Infrastructure Delivery? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1 .It is not possible to make developers provide ongoing maintenance 
Question 36 (p90)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Provision of New Infrastructure? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 37 (p91)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Protection of Community Facilities? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 38 (p93)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Telecommunications and Digital Infrastructure Provision? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 39 (p95)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Sustainable Transport? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
B. Development should not be permitted unless frequent, regular, and sustainable transport is available.
Question 40 (p97)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Parking and Highway Safety? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 41 (p98)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to Public Rights of Way? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it change
Yes
Question 42 (99)    Do you agree with the preferred approach to the provision of Motorist Service Areas? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
B: Should apply to all applications not just Motorway Services, as this is the least sensitive area.
Question 43 (p110)  Do you agree with the preferred Spatial Distribution of Dwellings across the proposed Settlement Hierarchy? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed. Please note that comments on individual proposed residential allocations should be made through the Preferred Allocations chapter.
No.
1. Development in all villages should exclude large scale developments, or multiple smaller ones, which significantly increase their size.
2. Despite stating that allocations are based on sustainability of locations, this is not the case in practice. 
Question 44 (p112)   Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to Residential Development: 
1. In Selby Urban Area, Tadcaster, Sherburn in Elmet, Tier 1 Villages and Tier 2 Villages? 
2. In the Smaller Villages? 
3. In the countryside? 
If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
1 .Yes
2. No. Development limits should remain. The provision for development adjacent to the existing built form should be deleted. It opens up the possibility of multiple developments, which negates the other constraints listed.
3.Yes
Question 45 (p115)   Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to: 
1. Delivering house types and sizes according to the evidence in the Housing and Economic Development Needs Assessment appropriate? 
2. Meeting the requirements of the Nationally Described Space Standards (2015) for bedrooms and storage spaces? 
3. Ensuring that all new homes are built to M4(2) and M4(3) standards? 
4. The proposed minimum residential densities? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
1. Yes
2. Yes
3 .Yes
4. No.
1. The policy should state maximum numbers, not minimum as it precludes design and density blending with existing.

Question 46 (p118)   Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to: 
1. Deliver a minimum of 20% affordable housing on developments of 11 over dwellings / 0.5 ha in size? 
2. The sizes, types and distributions of affordable homes in market-led housing developments? 
If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
1. No. Do not agree with affordable housing policies as they inflate the cost of housing. Local Authorities with or without the cooperation of partners should build dedicated 'affordable' housing at a much reduced cost.
Question 47 (p120)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Rural Exception Sites? Please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. Too many loopholes for developers to abuse. 
Question 48 (p122)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Rural Workers Dwellings? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 49 (p123)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Self and Custom-Build Housing? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1.There is no need to interfere with market forces. Land owners have the option to pursue this option.
Question 50 (p125)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Older Persons and Specialist Housing? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 51 (p127)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Householder Applications? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 52 (p128)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Residential Annexes? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No. 1. Should be able to be self-contained, to allow independence of elderly persons who just need a bit of support on hand.
Question 53 (p130)   Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to: 
1. Conversions for new housing? 
2. The additional criteria required proposed for the conversion of existing buildings to dwellings beyond the Development Limits? 
If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes 1. Agree in principle, but if legally possible conversion should not extend to Greenbelt sites.
2. Yes
Question 54 (p131)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Replacement Dwellings? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 55 (p134)   Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to Gypsies and Travellers: 1. The allocation of Land at Hillcrest, Old Great North Road, Newthorpe (NTHP-A) for 12 pitches? 
2. The criteria for considering applications for pitches on non-allocated sites? 
If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed. Are there any sites which you consider suitable for Gypsy and Traveller use, including the expansion of existing established sites?
Question 56 (p135)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Provision of Open Spaces? If not, give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No.
1. The problem with this policy is the abuse by developers who just want to maximise profits and consequently it is children who most frequently suffer. 
2. Provision on smaller developments will lead to small unkempt areas. Better to assess need and make specific arrangements, and adjust density to permit adequate gardens with dwellings designed for families.

Question 57 (p143)   Do you agree with the following proposed policy approaches to the protection of:
 1. Local Green Space? 
2. Recreation Open Space? 
3. Local Amenity Space? 
If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 58 (p146)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to the protection of Blue & Green Infrastructure? It no, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 59 (p148)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to the Protection & Enhancement of Landscape Character? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 60 (p149)   Do you support the identification of Locally Important Landscape Areas at: 
1. Magnesian Limestone Ridge? 
2. Hambleton Hough and Brayton Barff (combined)? 
3. Derwent Valley If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 61 (p151)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Protecting Designated Sites and Species? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 62 (p155)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Biodiversity Net Gain for Ecological Networks? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes.
Question 63 (p158)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Trees and Woodland? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes.
Question 64 (p162)   Do you agree with the following preferred approaches to: 
1. Development within, on top of, adjacent, or near to waterways? 
2. Proposals affecting the Lower Derwent Valley Area of Restraint? 
3. Proposals within or adjacent to defined Development Limits of Barlby Bridge and the Selby Urban Area If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes
Question 65 (p165)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Air Quality? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes. 
Question 66 (p166)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to Pollution and Contamination? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
No. Terms such as “resisted” as used in Preferred Approach NE9 para.E are meaningless. The vocabulary needs to be strengthened eg “stopped”  / “not allowed” otherwise the policy becomes weak and ineffective. Effective enforcement is paramount.
Question BURN-G (p172)   Do you agree with the potential development of a new settlement at BURN-G? If not, please give the reason for your answer.
Yes
Question CFAB-A (p174)  Do you agree with the potential development of a new settlement at CFAB-A? If not, please give the reason for your answer.
Yes
Question STIL-D (p176)   Do you agree with the potential development of a new settlement at STIL-D? If not, please give the reason for your answer.
Yes
Question 67 (p177)  Which site do you think is the most suitable for a new settlement? Please rank them in order of preference. 
1. Former Burn Airfield, Burn (BURN-G) 
2. Land at Church Fenton Airbase (CFAB-A) 
3. Land to the south of Escrick Road, Stillingfleet (STIL-D) 
Please give the reason for your answer.
1. Burn – due to easy access to employment, road/rail networks, facilities and services.
2. Church Fenton -.access to rail services, access to Leeds.
3. Stillingfleet -  lacks transport infrastructure, requiring road improvement.
All the above sites could create garden villages/towns that would avoid cramming inappropriate development into villages that can’t cope.

Question 68 (p179)   Are the assessments questions in the SAM appropriate? Would you include any other assessment questions?
No
1.  The assessment questions are not specific enough.  Words such as “proximity” are subjective and lead to inaccuracies in assessments.  Assessment questions should deal with accurate distances / times and verifiable information. 
Question 69 (p179)   Is the assessment of the sites accurate? Please use the site reference when answering.
No.
1 The assessment of site AROE-I is misleading.  The site assessment document quotes a capacity of 82 dwellings but states 50 dwellings will be allocated to a smaller part of the site though this fact has been omitted from the consultation document.
Question AROE-I (p182)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site AROE-I for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
1.  The allocation is contrary to the made and adopted ARAS NDP. The site is outside the development limits.  It has previously been rejected in the Preferred Options of 2011 because of poor access and surface water flooding. Size of development will overwhelm the village school. It will vastly increase road traffic. The sewerage / surface water systems are already overwhelmed by over development in the village.
2. Appleton Roebuck is 29th out of 29 in the sustainability table of villages. Two planning inspectors have separately commented on the unsustainability of the village. Several reports from Selby DC’s own planning officers echoed this view, and were accepted and acted upon in refusing applications. Nothing has changed to alter that fact. The village is wrongly and unjustifiably ranked as a DSV and should not be in Tier 2.
3. It is not well served by local facilities. There is a primary school which cannot accommodate a further 50 dwellings, and a village hall.
4..The bus service does not connect to Tadcaster, the nearest hub, takes on hour to get to York, and does not run at times to be suitable for work, nor evening leisure. Selby is realistically un-reachable. There are already unsolvable problems with traffic and parking, this development will add a further 100 plus cars driving through Northfield.
5. The site is in open countryside, part of which floods. Development here will enable unchallengeable further applications.
6. There is limited employment nearby, and no need of housing. It will take farm land out of production; exacerbate sewerage inadequacies, raw sewage discharges and flooding.
7. It is totally in contravention of sound planning policies and would increase harm to the environment and character of the village. It is not viable under the present Core Strategy for good reason. There are no new material facts which alter this position. In fact the situation has become worse due to the absorption of 30+ dwellings and the consequent total loss of sites for future services in the hub of the village. The size of the development is in excess of the 10 stipulated in the NDP, which represents the will of locals and was approved by the planning inspectorate.
8. The site should be rejected for the above reasons, and if necessary (although not recommended) a smaller area defined and considered afresh.
9. Despite the strategy in the Preferred Spatial Distribution of Dwellings across the proposed Settlement Hierarchy, the size of the preferred development contradicts the principle and recent decisions by planning officers turning down applications for far fewer dwellings, on the grounds that Appleton Roebuck is an unsustainable location for such.


Question BARL-K (p185)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site BARL-K for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question OSGB-G (p187)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site OSGB-G for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question OSGB-I (p189)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site OSGB-I for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question BRAY-B (p192)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site BRAY-B for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question BRAY-X (p194)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site BRAY-X for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question BRAY-Z (p196)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site BRAY-Z for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question CAMB-C (p199)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site CAMB-C for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question CARL-G (p200) Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site CARL-G for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question CLIF-B (p205)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of CLIF-B for residential development. If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question CLIF-O (p207)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of CLIF-O for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question EGGB-Y (p212)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site EGGB-Y for an Urban Extension? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question HAMB-N (p215)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site HAMB-N for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed
Question HEMB-I (p219)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site HEMB-I for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question HEMB-J (p221)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site HEMB-J for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question HEMB-K (p222)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site HEMB-K for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question HENS-A (p226)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site HENS-A for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question HENS-L (p228)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of HENS-L for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question KELL-B  (p231)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site KELL-B for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question KELL-G (p233)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site KELL-G for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question HILL-A (p236)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of HILL-A for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question NTHP-A (p239)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of NTHP-A for Gypsy and Traveller pitches? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question NDUF-D (p242)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site NDUF-D for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question NDUF-L (p244)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site NDUF-L for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question RICC-J (p247)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site RICC-J for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question SELB-BZ (p251)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site SELB-BZ for mixed use development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question SELB-AG (p254)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site SELB-AG for mixed use development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question SELB-B (p256)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site SELB-B for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question SELB-D (p258)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site SELB-D for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question SELB-CA (p261)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site SELB-CA for employment development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question SHER-H (p266)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site SHER-H for mixed use development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question SHER-AA (p269)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site SHER-AA for rail-related employment development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question 70  (p273)  Do you support the preferred approach to the delivery of the homes needed in Tadcaster, based around a comprehensive heritage-led regeneration approach? Please explain your reasons for this. If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Yes 
Question TADC-H  (p276) Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site TADC-H for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question 71 (p279)  
1. a. Please indicate whether you support or object to the preferred approach for replacement parking at each of the following suggested locations: 1. TADC-N 2. TADC-I 3. TADC-V 4. TADC-M b. Please give the reason for your answers. 
2. Please let us know if there are any other locations or solutions for replacement parking to serve the town's needs? Please include a plan if you would like to put forward a particular site.
Question TADC-I (p282)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site TADC-I for residential development, open space and an element of public car parking? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question TADC-AD (p284)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site TADC-AD for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question TADC-L (p286)   Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site TADC-L for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question TADC-AE (p288)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site TADC-AE for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question TADC-J (p290)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site TADC-J for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question TADC-M (p294) Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site TADC-M for a new Sports Park and Community Hub with an element of public car and coach parking? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question THRP-K (p297)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site THRP-K for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question THRP-V (p299)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site THRP-V for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question THRP-I (p301)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site THRP-I for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question ULLE-K (p304)  Do you agree with the proposed allocation of site ULLE-K for residential development? If not, please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like to see it changed.
Question 72 (p306)  Do you consider any of the sites below to be suitable alternative sites for allocation? If yes please specify the site reference number and your reasons for this.
(This question details sites in Appleton Roebuck.)
No

Question 73 (p349)   Do you agree with the preferred approach to the monitoring of the policies in the plan? If not please give the reason for your answer and explain how you would like it changed.
Yes
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