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Item 4, Public minutes of the meeting held on Thursday 27 November 2025 

Please note that Janet Waggott contacted the Authority to register her apologies after 
the meeting took place. Her apologies are to be included in the minutes of the meeting. 

Item 6, Public question time 

Lou Smith 

My question for the NYMNPA Planning Committee, 5th Feb 2026 is below: 

It is understood that much of the day to day planning matters are delegated by the 
Committee. I am also aware that on some occasions your Authority will consider it 
necessary to take legal action.   

a) What policies and procedures are followed in order for the Committee to make a 
decision on such actions? 

b) How does the Planning Committee know that the information supplied to them is 
accurate? Mistakes and misunderstandings do happen in life, what measures are in 
place to ensure corrections are seen by all decision makers? 

c) If a decision is to be taken in private, what steps are taken to ensure the recipient of 
the decided action is fairly and accurately represented? 

d) Once a decision in principle has been made, what procedures are in place to ensure 
that any action subsequently taken is both proportionate and appropriate, as well as 
being in the public interest and other applicable requirements? Who is responsible 
for ensuring that this takes place? 

e) What reporting, supervision, monitoring and processes are in place to ensure that the 
action being taken remains within the correct procedures (outlined in (d) above), for 
the duration? 

f) Who is responsible for supervising and ensuring that the officer(s) involved keep 
track of what is going on and that reviews take place at suitable intervals to ensure 
value for money, that the course of action is still considered appropriate and 
incorporates any changes or unexpected situations that might have occurred, and 
updating the Planning Committee in case the course of action needs to be reviewed, 
for example?  

g) What safeguards are in place to ensure that an officer involved in these actions stays 
on track, does not lose sight of the intended outcomes, is not biased, and does not 
have a "bee in their bonnet" about pursuing a particular case, given that these cases 
can evoke strong feelings and widely differing opinions among related parties. 
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Cathy Edwards 

1. Over the past few days, the charity of which I am a volunteer has been contacted by 
concerned horse owners who are extremely anxious about your authority’s 
interpretation of what constitutes “keeping” horses on land. Many of them are 
worried that feeding hay during snow or drought — as advised by vets and required 
under Animal Welfare Legislation — could result in enforcement action or at the very 
least a costly planning application. They wish to remain anonymous due to fear of 
repercussions. As a matter of urgency can the Authority send me some guidance on 
this so that we can help people. 

2. Your authority's approach seems very variable, for example at this planning meeting 
we are pleased to see that you have granted planning permission for grazed horses 
to have stables in their field, yet in other cases you say the horses should not even be 
on the fields and need planning permission. No doubt those horses also get fed over 
winter, as do almost all horses in the UK. Could your authority perhaps produce 
policies on this matter without further delay, so that everyone is treated equally and 
fairly? It is not sufficient to simply state that each case is individual, surely your 
authority would better serve its statutory purposes by adopting a consistent and 
open approach, and publishing how it makes these decisions? 
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Ian Storey – Appeal Against Temporary Tree Preservation Order 2025/4 

Please see following pages 

  







































































































From: Richard Smith1 
Sent: 04 February 2026 12:24
To: 'Ian Storey'
Subject: RE: TPO 2025/4 - Glenhead, Orchard Lane, Goathland, Whitby

 
Dear Mr Storey,
 
I sent you the Report by email at 0913hrs on Wednesday 28 January, which was
the morning after the Report was finalised, before the Report was published, and
in recognition of you being the landowner.
 
I have used “dossier” as that is the description you used in your email to me of 29
January.
 
I confirm that the papers you have submitted will be included in the Update Sheet
in their entirety, save that your email address and other parties’ private addresses
and details will be redacted, as required by data protection principles.
 
I will, as you request, include this exchange of emails in the Update Sheet.
 
By all means come back to me if you require any further information.
 
Yours sincerely,
 
Richard Smith
Authority Solicitor and Monitoring Officer
North York Moors National Park Authority
 
 
From: Ian Storey 
Sent: 04 February 2026 11:22
To: Richard Smith1 
Subject: Re: TPO 2025/4 - Glenhead, Orchard Lane, Goathland, Whitby
 
Dear Mr Smith,
 
As I indicated in my earlier e-mail, I could have attended the meeting at the end of
November 2025 which the CEO of NYMPA had explicitly told me was the date the
hearing would take place. I knew I would not meaningfully be allowed to speak,
since I had been told as much. However, I was intent on attending that meeting to



try and intervene if there was not an adherence to fair play (something I consider I
have never enjoyed from the very outset back in August 2025). But I now have a
long-standing commitment for Thursday 5th and I simply cannot get there. It
would, perhaps, have been more just, if I, as the profoundly affected party, had
been consulted before the date was just moved.
 
I only ever learned that the date had been moved because I asked for a report -
which after months of delay - had not been prepared. No one then had the
courtesy of forwarding me the report he seeks to use, such that yet again I have to
ask, meaning I get a report, full of “errors” ( I use that term when I could employ
much better ones). The photographs are all wrong and so having received the
report on Thursday 29th January, I have to spend the lion’s share of Friday (30th);
Sat.(31st) and Sunday (1st Feb) compiling what you have called a “dossier”. I
have then had to spend £10-25 in postage to guarantee you get it.
 
There are no defamatory remarks in that “dossier” so I do not expect to hear of
any redactions. I am intimately acquainted with the case law on defamation and
critical language does not satisfy the legal test.
 
Giving him sight of my response simply allows him to say “oh dear! He’s spotted
my qualification falsity. I’ll maintain it’s a typo.” Since I had to wait months for his
report, would it not be fair to just make him wait a similar length of time? 
 
I await your response (but I do feel this e-mail from me to you should go before the
committee in addition to my “dossier”). That’s only fair.
 
Ian Storey.
 
 
On Wed, 4 Feb 2026 at 10:02, Richard Smith1
< > wrote:

Dear Mr Storey,
 Further to my email below, I have considered this matter further overnight. The
Chair of Planning Committee has a discretion to allow you to speak to
Committee tomorrow, should circumstances warrant it. Accordingly, as I indicate
in my email below, I will allow the Woodland Officer to have sight of your dossier
in the Update Sheet today, and if you wish to request that the Chair exercise his
discretion to allow you to speak, I will support you in that request. You will need
to make that request as early as possible, ideally before the Committee
commences at 1000hrs.
 I await hearing from Officers that your dossier can be included in the Update
Sheet in its entirety (they need to check the content for issues relating to data
protection, confidentiality, defamation, etc). I will come back to you to confirm
that as soon as possible today.
 Yours sincerely,
 Richard Smith
Authority Solicitor and Monitoring Officer
North York Moors National Park Authority
 --------------------------------------------------

Any opinions or statements expressed in this email are those of the author of the email, and do not necessarily reflect



those of North Yorkshire Council.
​
This email (and any files transmitted with it) is confidential, may contain privileged information and is intended for the
addressee only. If you are not the intended recipient, please be aware that any disclosure, copying or distribution is
prohibited and may be unlawful – you must not disclose the information to anyone, but must instead notify the sender at
the above address and then destroy all copies.
​
Incoming and outgoing email messages, IT systems and applications are routinely monitored for compliance with the
law, relevant policies and to ensure the integrity and effective operation of our ICT network and digital estate. In line with
this, the content of this email and any attachments have been checked for the presence of viruses, but we advise that
you take your own steps to ensure that they are actually virus-free.
​
If you receive an automated response stating that the recipient is away from the office and you wish to request
information under the Freedom of Information Act, the Data Protection Act or the Environmental Information
Regulations, please resend your email to the Council's Information Governance Team(infogov@northyorks.gov.uk) who
will process your request.
​
For information about how we process data, please see our Privacy Notice at www.northyorks.gov.uk/privacynotice.
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Item 10 - National Planning Policy Framework - Draft for consultation 

The following report is to replace the one published in the agenda. 

1. Purpose of the report  

1.1 To set out the Authority’s initial response to the Government’s proposed changes  
to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and ask that Members 
approve this initial response.  

2. Background  

2.1 In December 2025, the Government launched a 12-week consultation seeking 
 views on proposed revisions to national planning policy to help support the 
Government’s wider planning objectives. Full details are available at National 
Planning Policy Framework: proposed reforms and other changes to the planning 
system - GOV.UK.   
 

2.2 The proposed changes are extensive, and the consultation asks 225 often very 
 detailed questions. Officers continue to work through these. The main 
issues that require a response are set out and addressed in Appendix 1 to this 
report. Members are asked to note and agree to these responses and authorise 
officers to set out a more detailed response to the Government by the deadline of 
10 March.   
 

2.3 We are liaising closely with the other 9 English national park authorities in the  
preparation of a joint response from National Parks England.   

3.  Details  

3.1 The first NPPF was published in 2012, and since then, there have been six  
iterations of the Framework. This draft version is the most extensive rewrite in 
terms of policy content, but also of the approach and format of 
the document, which it states is to be more “rules based,” giving greater 
certainty. It aims to support a revamped planning system, which the Government 
hopes will deliver housing to enable the target of 1.5 million new houses in 
England to be delivered by 2029.  
 

3.2 It includes a set of proposed   ‘National Development Management Policies’  
(NDMPs) which will be used to guide planning decisions in the future. The previous 
Government had proposed through legislation (the Levelling Up and 
Regeneration Act) that NDMPs would be created with the same status as 
statutory development plans, with the aim of shortening and streamlining local 
plans. This version of the PPF, however, has 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policy-framework-proposed-reforms-and-other-changes-to-the-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policy-framework-proposed-reforms-and-other-changes-to-the-planning-system
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/national-planning-policy-framework-proposed-reforms-and-other-changes-to-the-planning-system
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rowed back from this legislative status and proposes that such policies should be 
introduced on a non-statutory basis and sets out drafts of these policies for 
comment. It reinforces the continuation of a “plan-led system.”  

 
3.3 The consultation confirms that these decision-making policies should not be 

 repeated in development plans, and states that any inconsistent local planning 
policies will immediately be given very limited weight.  
 

3.4 Sections in the draft specifically about National Parks remain largely 
 unchanged, although there are some changes over which we have concerns. The 
main change is that the draft NPPF takes more of a ‘spatial’ approach, providing a 
permanent presumption in favour of ‘suitably located development’ within 
settlements, and a set of circumstances where development outside of 
settlements may be acceptable.   

4. Initial response  

4.1 The following main issues have been identified:  

• Weight to be given in the planning judgment: With the aim of simplification, there 
is consistent use of the word ‘substantial’ throughout the document, referring to the 
amount of weight to be attached to the amount of weight when applying policies in 
decision-making (Question 5, 182 and 189). The current NPPF uses several different 
terms when referring to weight to be given in the planning judgment (great, 
significant, substantial). The current NPPF (paragraph 189) uses the term ‘great 
weight,’ which should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape and scenic 
beauty in National Parks, the Broads, and National Landscapes. Whilst officers 
understand the logic of simplification, we think this is a lessening of protection and 
ask that ‘great weight’ is retained.  

• Policy PM1 – Spatial Development Strategies. This policy relates to 
the production of Spatial Development Strategies, which are strategic sub-regional 
development plans covering Combined Authority areas. There is a lack of any 
reference to National Park Authorities being referenced or formally included in new 
Spatial Development Strategies (this would be the forthcoming York and North 
Yorkshire SDS). This is caveated by reference to any policies within the Framework 
which protect areas or assets of particular importance, which provide a strong reason 
for reducing the overall scale of development.   

• Policy S1 - Positive Plan-Making. This policy repeats the previous national policy of 
the need for positive plan-making, which includes meeting the fully assessed housing 
needs of the area (at a minimum). This is again caveated by reference to any policies 
within the Framework which protect areas or assets of particular importance, which 
provide a strong reason for reducing the overall scale of development. Footnote 23 
makes it clear that such policies apply to National Parks. This continues the existing 
approach for Protected Landscapes.  



05 February 2026  Planning Committee members update sheet 

 

• Achieving Sustainable Development. Chapter four relates to achieving sustainable 
development and, more clearly than previous frameworks, sets out a spatial 
approach that differentiates between development that is appropriate 
within settlements and development in the open countryside. Policy S5 lists potential 
uses of land that might be suitable outside of settlements, which includes “the re-use, 
extension, alteration or replacement of an existing building, so long as the existing 
building is of permanent and substantial construction” This is a less stringent test 
than our current policy, which only allows conversions to buildings of historical or 
architectural interest. Clarity on whether this would allow the conversion of modern 
farm buildings to dwellings is needed.   

The draft policy also allows for limited residential infilling within groups of houses outside 
of settlements – i.e. where currently open countryside policies of restraint would 
apply. This would have implications for our current spatial strategy as linear groups of 
housing exist quite frequently as outliers to the core centres of many National 
Park villages, which are not included within the existing developed parts of 
settlements. This could lead to a significant increase in sporadic housing development in 
what is essentially the open countryside in planning policy terms.  

• Draft policy S2 - Producing a Spatial Strategy. This states that settlements should 
be clearly defined in local plans either with a development boundary or with clear 
criteria for identifying their extent. This is something which needs to be considered in 
our local plan review.  

• Policy H01 - Assessing the Need for Homes. The draft proposes removing the 
current reference (footnote) to the 2010 National Parks Circular. This is the only 
current source of policy in which the Government sets out its specific approach to 
housing (and a range of other detailed matters) in National Parks. We have suggested 
that the key line of housing policy in the Circular be added to the NPPF. Clarification 
is sought over the status of the Circular, as references to it remain in the Planning 
Practice Guidance.  

• Policy N4 – Protected Landscapes. This policy specifically covers National Parks 
and is intended to replace existing NPPF paragraphs 189 and 190, which 
have long been accepted “principles of national policy” for Protected 
Landscapes. The policy includes the need for development to be restricted in scale 
and extent in National Parks and sets out the ‘major development’ test. We have 
some concerns that these are weakened through a change in wording; however, it is 
understood through officer liaison with DEFRA/MHCLG that this is not the 
intention. The draft also loses the statement that  the national parks represent  
the highest status of landscape protection and applies the term ‘substantial weight’ 
rather than ‘great weight to their purposes in planning decisions. On the major 
development test, there is a shift from should ‘be refused’ to ‘should only 
be supported.” The proposed changes also seem to treat “exceptional 
circumstances” and “public interest” as one requirement rather than two separate 
and sequential tests. These changes are subtle but could be significant in legal tests.  
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On the positive side, the draft introduces the wording ‘natural beauty’ for the existing 
‘scenic beauty,’ which more closely aligns with the statutory purpose.  
 These initial views on Policy N4 have already been informally fed back to DEFRA 
through the Heads of Planning Group/Lead Planning CEO.  
 

• Policy M3 – Assessing the Benefits of Minerals Development. There is an important 
change to the weight to be given to the benefits of development proposals for 
minerals extraction. Currently, national policy is to give this “great weight,” and the 
draft NPPF substitutes the word “substantial” weight – intending to be the same 
level. However, footnote 41 caveats this by stating that such weight applies – other 
than for development involving peat, coal, or onshore oil and gas extraction, to which 
this policy does not apply. This is a significant policy shift which is to be 
supported. Clarification should be sought as to whether this applies also to onshore 
oil and gas appraisal as well as extraction, and our response should suggest that the 
word extraction be replaced with “development,” which would cover all aspects 
(exploration, appraisal, and extraction/production).  

5.  Financial and staffing implications   

5.1 None.   

6. Contribution to National Park Management Plan  

6.1 No direct contribution.   

7. Legal and sustainability implications  

7.1 No direct implications. The NPPF, once published, will affect planning decision-
making in the National Park.   

8. Recommendations   

8.1 That Members note the comments in the proposed draft response and approve 
officers to send these to Government alongside their more detailed response in 
due course.   

Contact Officer:  

Name: Paul Fellows  

Title: Head of Strategic Planning  

01439 772524  

Background documents to this report:  

Appendix 1 – Proposed initial response to the draft National Planning Policy Framework.  
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Appendix 1 – Proposed initial response to the draft National Planning Policy 
Framework  

5) Do you agree with the proposed approach to simplifying the terminology in the 
Framework where weight is intended to be applied? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. Please provide your 
reasons, particularly if you disagree  

Strongly disagree.  

The current NPPF assigns great weight in connection to conserving and enhancing 
landscape beauty in National Parks, the Broads, and National Landscapes (paragraph 
189) and also to decisions concerning designated heritage asset protection (paragraph 
212).   

The term ‘great weight’ implies that the decisionmaker must start from a position 
of strong support or protection, and any countervailing harm must be clearly justified to 
outweigh it. It is a powerful presumption in favour of (or against) something. The term 
implies that harm to a national landscape or heritage asset should be wholly 
exceptional, and mitigation should be put in place (these are also parts of the major 
development test). ‘Substantial weight’ means a ‘strong consideration’ or ‘significant 
factor’ that may outweigh other policies or material considerations. Our view is therefore 
that the term substantial weakens the level of weight from the existing “great.” We also 
feel that the explanation of this is not quite correct in that it is stated that there is no 
intention in the existing Framework to set a hierarchy – and yet when referencing 
weight, there are a number of terms applied in the existing NPPF which do suggest this, 
for example, great, significant and substantial. It is considered that the term “substantial” 
already has an established and accepted national policy meaning in the context of harm 
to heritage assets, and this could lead to some confusion.  

This is also particularly concerning given that the draft suggests the removal of the 
reference to protected landscapes having the highest status of protection in relation to 
landscape and scenic beauty. This is considered to be an important and long-established 
national policy position which should be retained.  

We note that substantial weight is to be used in policies HO7, E2, TC2, W3, W4, M3, L2, 
HC4 and P6. These are all ‘pro-growth policies’ encouraging new development. We 
would suggest that the term substantial weight can be used in these policies. There are 
then draft policies where substantial weight is used in ‘protective’ policies (N4 and 
HE6), where this phrase would replace ‘great weight’ (as set out in paragraphs 189 and 
212 of the current NPPF). We would suggest that ‘great weight’ should not be 
changed for these two policies. The other three policies are on green belt (GB6 & 7) 
where the word substantial is used in the current NPPF (153), and DP3 on design.   

6) Do you agree with the role, purpose and content of spatial development strategies 
set out in policy PM1? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  
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Partly agree. We have two suggestions:  

The purposes are understandably ‘pro-growth’ but ignore that around a quarter of 
England is a protected landscape, and that most Spatial Development Strategies will 
cover such an area. Given that authorities producing Spatial Development Strategies will 
be under the enhanced duty to further the purposes of those landscapes and support the 
production and implementation of management plans, this seems an omission, especially 
as footnote 66 of the current NPPF (which cross refers to the 2010 National Parks 
Circular), sets out extant guidance on housing in National Parks. We would suggest 
an additional criterion:  

“Promote development appropriate to the special qualities and statutory purposes of 
nationally protected landscapes.”  

That strategic water supply infrastructure is separated from utilities.   

8) If spatial development strategies are not altered every five years, should related 
policy on the requirements used in five year housing land supply and housing delivery 
test policies, set out in Annex D of the draft Framework, be updated to allow housing 
requirement figures from spatial development strategies to continue to be applied 
after 5 years, so long as there has not been a significant change in that area’s local 
housing need? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  

Plans should run to a longer timescale (15-20 years) with a clear expectation that if 
circumstances change, a review would need to be done (as section 7a of the explanatory 
document suggests.) A 5-year review cycle would lead to ‘perpetual review’, which, as 
well as expending considerable time and resources, would also risk undermining areas 
where long-term certainty is needed – for example, on major infrastructure.   

The previous set of Regional Spatial Strategies typically ran to this timescale. Former 
guidance (Planning Policy Statement 11 from 2004) stated that RSSs were not 
necessarily set in stone over their 15 to 20 year life span and that, should monitoring 
reveal that policies and strategy were not performing as anticipated, or where national 
policy had changed, a review should be undertaken. It also stated that a partial review 
could be undertaken.   

There is also a risk that the way the standard method is calculated would trigger frequent 
reviews. A calculation based on housing stock would pick up the cumulative 
effect of new housing completions. Figures are therefore bound 
to progressively increase beyond these 370,000 figures unless the formula is 
changed, which would trigger a need for review. We would suggest a five-year review 
period for the standard method, to which spatial strategies could respond if needed.   

22) Do you agree with the policy DM2 on information requirements for planning 
applications? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.   
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Strongly agree. We understand the logic of having a national validation list.  

We would suggest that a bat scoping survey (also known as a Preliminary Roost 
Assessment) should be added to the national list when there is a reasonable likelihood 
that bats may be roosting or foraging on a site.  

We would also suggest that if the NPPF contains a national validation list and local lists 
are set out through policy in local plans, the legislative requirements for authorities to 
produce a list and amend it every two years could be dropped (Article 11 of the Town and 
Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015)   

24) Do you agree with the principles set out in DM3? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.   

Agree – our only comment is that criterion f) seems superfluous given that it restates the 
principles of the plan – led system set out in legislation.   

25) Do you agree that policy DM5 would prevent unnecessary negotiation of 
developer contributions, whilst also providing sufficient flexibility for development 
to proceed? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, 
strongly disagree. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  

Strongly agree, particularly the clarity that the price paid for land or option should not be 
a reason for departing from policy.   

29) Do you agree with the approach for planning conditions and obligations set out in 
policy DM6, especially the use of model conditions and obligations? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.  

Partly agree – this would depend on the wording of the conditions, plus there should be 
flexibility for local planning authorities to still use their own conditions.   

37) Do you agree to the proposed approach to development within settlements? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  

Agree – though the benefits of approving development are likely to be outweighed by 
adverse effects, should not have to be substantially outweighed – the level of harm 
should be at the discretion of the decision maker and not predetermined to be 
substantial, as this would allow significant and potentially unacceptable levels of harm to 
important planning interests.  

38) Do you agree to the proposed approach to development outside settlements? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  

Partly disagree.   

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/article/7
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/article/7
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In effect, this continues to apply a strong presumption against development outside 
settlements, except for some forms of development, which are to be approved unless 
there are potential substantial adverse effects. We have some concerns that applying 
the principle that some forms of land use are acceptable lacks nuance and could 
lead to significant development in isolated areas. The long-established spatial principle 
of the English Planning system of development requiring a rural location to be 
acceptable should continue.   

Firstly, this policy allows development unless there are adverse effects when assessed 
against the national decision-making policies in this Framework. As the draft NPPF 
cannot anticipate every local adverse effect, we would advise that this needs to be read 
‘against the development plan and the national decision-making policies in this 
Framework.” For example, the North York Moors has a specific policy covering ‘Remote 
Areas where a high level of development restraint operates to protect 
the special qualities of tranquillity and sense of remoteness which exist in the core area 
of the National Park.’   

Secondly, part c) of the policy states permission should be granted for the re-use, 
extension, alteration, or replacement of an existing building, so long as the existing 
building is of permanent and substantial construction. This is similar to the requirements 
for ‘Class Q’ permitted development rights, which, outside Protected Landscapes, allow 
a change of use from an agricultural to residential use, which requires the building to be 
structurally capable of conversion.   

This is a less stringent test than the current NPPF (paragraph 84), which allows reuse 
where new housing would reuse redundant or disused buildings, where they would 
enhance their immediate setting or where the development would represent the optimal 
viable use of a heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling development to secure 
the future of heritage assets.  

This is an issue for National Parks and Landscapes, as they usually take a more ‘heritage- 
led’ policy line on conversions in support of the first purpose. For example, Exmoor’s 
Local Plan requires that conversions protect character and that traditional buildings 
must retain historic fabric and features, Dartmoor’s Local Plan allows conversions to 
historic buildings, and the North York Moors Local Plan requires that buildings must be 
of historic or architectural interest. This policy would potentially allow modern farm 
buildings to be changed to residential use in Protected Landscapes, undermining spatial 
strategy and conflicting with the national policy of limiting the scale and extent of 
development.  

This is of particular concern as Section 93 of the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act is 
clear that where a development plan conflicts with a national development management 
policy, the conflict must be resolved in favour of the national development management 
policy, which means Policy S5 would be applied over local policies aimed at reusing 
historically important buildings.  

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2023/55/section/93


05 February 2026  Planning Committee members update sheet 

 

We are supportive of using existing buildings, which helps support local communities. 
However, we are concerned that this policy provides a very permissive approach to the 
conversion of buildings in protected landscapes, which are designated partly for their 
national historic landscape value and cultural heritage. In 2023, the former Government 
proposed applying Class Q (agricultural to residential) permitted development rights in 
National Parks and Landscapes (it had previously proposed to do this also in 2014). In 
response to this, National Parks England and the individual National Park Authorities 
provided evidence for why the introduction of Class Q would be highly 
detrimental to national park purposes. Whilst a planning application would still 
be required, there are national parks where there are significant numbers of disused 
barns. Conversions could undermine the purposes of National Parks – for example, the 
Yorkshire Dales, where there are 6,000 traditional farm buildings, including 4,500 field 
barns.   

We accept that there is some degree of protection via Policy N4 (1). Ideally, a footnote 
could be included, e.g. Proposals for the reuse of buildings in Protected Landscapes 
will also need to demonstrate compliance with Policy N1. Alternatively, as a minimum, we 
would ask that the current NPPF paragraph 84 references to immediate setting and 
enabling development are retained.   

39) Do you have any views on the specific categories of development which the policy 
would allow to take place outside settlements, and the associated criteria? Strongly 
agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. Please provide your reasons.  

Partly disagree. In effect, this applies a strong presumption against development outside 
settlements, except for some forms of development, which are to be approved unless 
there are potential substantial adverse effects.   

Part E allows for limited residential infilling. This potentially undermines the open 
countryside preclusion of houses outside settlements. There would also be considerable 
debate about what ‘limited’ means in practice.   

The glossary definition of ‘settlement’ excludes hamlets and scattered groups of 
houses located outside predominantly built-up areas. Hence, Policy S1 requires 
development in settlements (excluding hamlets), and then Policy S2 appears to include 
infilling in hamlets. Most National Parks contain large numbers of small villages and 
hamlets. The North York Moors, for example, has around 106, of which 46 are villages 
identified as settlements. Including this criterion would seem to dilute the intention to 
concentrate development in or next to settlements and could lead to scattered 
development where residents would be reliant on the private car. We would therefore 
suggest it be deleted.   

We also note that the ‘exceptional quality’ justification for isolated homes in the 
countryside (current NPPF paragraph 84e, also known as “Gummer’s Law”) has been 
removed.   

https://www.yorkshiredales.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/sites/13/2019/06/FINAL-LOW-RES-Fieldbarn-Design-Guide-22nd-March-2013_low-res.pdf
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48) Do you agree that the requirements for spatial development strategies and local 
plans in policy HO1 and policy HO2 are appropriate? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree.  

There is no specific question covering the setting of housing requirement figures in the 
10% of the country that is covered by National Parks. With the proposed removal of 
footnote 66, which refers to the 2010 Circular, it would mean there is no national policy 
on how housing should be delivered in National Parks. The NPPG does state that 
National Parks should derive their own method of housing numbers but asks that it be 
done using the same information that makes up the ‘standard method.’ Our suggested 
changes are included in our response to Policy N4.  

67) Do you agree that applicants should have discretion to deliver social and 
affordable housing requirements via cash payments in lieu of on-site delivery on 
medium sites? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree.  

If so, would it be desirable to limit the circumstances in which cash contributions in lieu of 
on-site delivery can be provided – for example, should it not be permitted on land 
released from the Green Belt where the Golden Rules apply? Please explain your 
answer.  

If you do not believe applicants should have blanket discretion to discharge social and 
affordable housing requirements through commuted sums, do you think cash 
contributions in lieu of on-site delivery should be permitted in certain circumstances – 
for example where it could be evidenced that onsite delivery would prevent a scheme 
from being delivered? Please explain your answer.  

We would prefer that the expectation that affordable housing contributions are provided 
on all sizes of site is retained, but with the flexibility that at the Local Planning Authority’s 
discretion an off-site cash contribution can be taken in lieu, with  a time prescribed 
‘cascade’ that ensures that priority is given to using the sums raised to support first the 
delivery of rural affordable housing in the rural community where it was raised, followed 
by support for affordable housing in rural communities across the LPA and finally to 
support affordable housing anywhere in the Local Plan area.   

77) Do you agree proposals for a benchmark land value for rural exception sites will 
help to bring forward more rural affordable homes? Strongly agree, partly agree, 
neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. If so, which approach 
and value as set out in the narrative for policy HO10 of the consultation document is 
the most beneficial for government to set out?  

Agree. We would support an approach that ‘fixes’ or provides certainty and the 
expectations of landowners when they are considering the release of land for affordable 
housing on rural exception sites. We would prefer that a figure of £10,000- £13,000 is 
used (this could be reviewed over time). For context, agricultural land values are typically 
£10,000 per acre across England, or £24,700 a hectare. Assuming 10 houses on a half-



05 February 2026  Planning Committee members update sheet 

 

hectare site, a £10,000 plot figure would return £100,000 against an agricultural land 
value of £12,350. This figure would be £123,500 if measured against five times the land 
value.   

104) Do you agree policy M3 appropriately reflects the importance of critical and 
growth minerals? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly 
disagree, strongly disagree. a) Please provide your reasons, particularly if you 
disagree.  

There is an important change to the weight to be given to the benefits of development 
proposals for minerals extraction. Currently, national policy is to give this “great 
weight,” and the draft NPPF substitutes the word “substantial” weight – intending to be 
the same level. However, footnote 41 caveats this by stating that such weight 
applies, other than for development involving peat, coal, or onshore oil and gas 
extraction, to which this policy does not apply. This is a significant policy shift which is to 
be supported. Clarification should be sought as to whether this applies also to onshore oil 
and gas appraisal as well as extraction. We would suggest the word extraction be 
replaced with “development,” which would cover all aspects (exploration, appraisal, and 
extraction/production).  

109) Do you agree with the approach to coal, oil and gas in policy M5? Strongly agree, 
partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. Please 
provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  

Agree. This policy sets out a more restrictive approach to onshore oil and gas. Our main 
comment is that proposals should not be approved unless they are in existing licensed 
areas. This seems meaningless, as no applications would be submitted without first 
obtaining a licence.  

182) Do you agree that the policy in Policy N4 provides a sufficiently clear basis for 
considering development proposals affecting protected landscapes and reflecting the 
statutory duties which apply to them? Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor 
disagree, partly disagree, strongly disagree. Please provide your reasons, including 
how the policy can be improved to ensure compliance.  

Partly Disagree  

Firstly, it is positive to see the wording ‘natural beauty’ rather than ‘scenic beauty’ being 
used, as this aligns more closely with our designations. We also support reference to 
special qualities.   

However, in line with our response to question 48, we are concerned that:  

This paragraph loses the statement that the highest status of protection for national 
parks should be applied.   

The term ‘substantial weight’ rather than ‘great weight’ is applied. In our minds, this is a 
material difference. The term ‘great weight’ implies that the decisionmaker must start 
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from a position of strong support or protection, and any countervailing harm must be 
clearly justified to outweigh it.  

The draft proposes the deletion of the current NPPF (December 2024) footnote 66 
reference to the extant National Parks Circular (2010). The Circular provides a range of 
useful references to National Parks that we routinely refer to in our planning work. The 
fact that it was referenced within the NPPF (as well as the accompanying NPPG section 
on the ‘Natural Environment’) gave it weight in planning decision-making. With the 
proposed deletion of the reference to the Circular, we think applicants could argue that it 
has more limited weight as a material planning consideration.   

There is a potential weakening of the major development test, which has served national 
parks well for many years and which has been a cornerstone of protection for our finest 
landscapes. There seems to be a subtle but potentially purposeful shift from ‘be refused’ 
to ‘should only be refused,’ which is quite significant, as this was the only example of 
national policy stating development “should be refused” as the starting point. This is 
followed by what could/should be asked for by way of mitigation or compensation. 
Further, the proposed change seems to treat “exceptional circumstances” and “public 
interest” as one requirement. Previously, legal advice on this policy has been clear that to 
meet the high-level requirements to allow major development, it had 
to demonstrate that it was both an exceptional circumstance and also in the public 
interest.  

We would suggest that the current wording of paragraphs 189 and 190 is retained, and 
that if the footnote referring to the 2010 Circular is deleted, that policy in the Circular is 
included so that a second sentence is added to paragraph 189:  ‘In National Parks and the 
Broads, the expectation is that new housing will be focused on meeting affordable 
housing requirements, supporting local employment opportunities and key services.”  

189) Do you agree with the approach to considering impacts on designated heritage 
assets in policy HE6, including the change from "great weight" to "substantial 
weight", and in particular the interactions between this and the statutory duties? 
Strongly agree, partly agree, neither agree nor disagree, partly disagree, strongly 
disagree. Please provide your reasons, particularly if you disagree.  

Strongly disagree  

In line with our response to question 182, we are concerned that a shift from "great 
weight" to "substantial weight" is a weakening of policy.  

The proposed wording risks weakening the effectiveness of heritage. Heritage is moved 
from Chapter 16 to Chapter 20, following the natural environment (Chapter 19). The 
chapter is more explicitly split into plan-making policies and decision-making policies, in 
line with the new NPPF-wide structure.  
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These risks dislocating heritage from design and placemaking, where it previously sat 
more comfortably. It reinforces a perception of heritage as a constraint topic rather than 
a design-led approach. There is also a language shift: from “significance-led” to “impact-
led,” which could read as a move away from front-loading significance assessment 
toward managing effect.  

 The Current NPPF has a clear differentiation between substantial harm or total loss 
(the exceptional circumstances test) and less than substantial harm (weighed against 
public benefits). This should be retained.   

Item 12, Plans list 

Item 1, NYM/2025/0214 

Additional third party comments - Dear Members of the Planning Committee, 

I submit these additional representations in respect of the final committee report dated 
29 January 2026 relating to application NYM/2025/0214. 
 
Unenforceable parking assumptions 

The report’s conclusions on highways and parking rely on mitigation that cannot 
realistically be secured or enforced, contrary to Policy CO2 (Highways) and Strategic 
Policy C (Design). 
 
The report assumes that garages will be used for parking and therefore that on-street 
parking pressure will not increase. This assumption cannot be relied upon. Condition 5 
sets minimum internal dimensions only; it does not, and cannot, require garages to be 
used for parking or prevent their lawful use for storage or other domestic purposes. 
There is no realistic mechanism to monitor or enforce garage use over the lifetime of the 
development. 
 
The parking capacity relied upon in the report is therefore theoretical rather than 
realistic. 
 
On-street parking impacts on Eskdaleside 

This is a material issue given the Highway Authority’s acknowledgement that 
Eskdaleside already experiences significant on-street parking pressure. 
 
Any loss of frontage parking, combined with garages that cannot be relied upon, will 
inevitably displace vehicles further along Eskdaleside. This will increase obstruction and 
conflict and is likely to worsen pavement parking, to the detriment of pedestrians and 
other highway users. These impacts have not been properly assessed. 
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Construction parking not resolved 

The report does not identify where construction vehicles, deliveries, or site operatives 
would lawfully and safely park. Instead, this issue is deferred to a future Construction 
Management Plan (CMP), without any indication of how parking would actually be 
accommodated. 
 
A CMP cannot create parking space, reserve on-street parking, or restrict the lawful 
parking of existing residents. Given the constrained nature of Eskdaleside, construction 
parking would inevitably displace residents’ vehicles and obstruct the highway. 
 
Deferring this fundamental issue to a future applicant-authored document is unlawful. 
Decision-makers must have sufficient information on the main impacts before granting 
permission (R (Kides) v South Cambridgeshire DC [2002] EWCA Civ 1370). 
 
Visibility splays: direct contradiction between advice and conditions 

The Highway Authority’s consultation response states that it does not anticipate any 
significant loss of existing on-street parking on Eskdaleside. It relies on an observation in 
Manual for Streets 2 that parking within visibility splays in built-up areas is common. 
 
However, Conditions 22 and 23 require the visibility splays at both accesses to be kept 
clear at all times. This necessarily means that all/resident parking must be prevented 
within the visibility splays. 
 
The position taken in the highways consultation and the position imposed by the 
conditions are therefore directly contradictory. Either parking continues within the 
splays, in which case Conditions 22 and 23 cannot be complied with, or parking is 
prevented, in which case there will be a clear loss of existing on-street parking that the 
Highway Authority states will not occur. 
As a Construction Management Plan cannot impose parking restrictions, the report 
provides no lawful or practical mechanism for preventing parking within the visibility 
splays without a Traffic Regulation Order, which would require a separate statutory 
process and public consultation. 
 
This contradiction is fundamental and undermines the conclusion that the proposed 
visibility arrangements are deliverable, enforceable, or safe in practice. 
 
Conclusion 

Taken together, the report relies on assumptions about parking behaviour and 
conditions that cannot be controlled or enforced, such that the proposal fails to 
demonstrate safe and deliverable highway arrangements. As garage use cannot be 
required, visibility splays under Conditions 22 and 23 are accepted as likely to be 
obstructed, and construction and  existing resident parking cannot be controlled or 
resolved through a Construction Management Plan, there is no enforceable basis on 
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which Members can conclude that highway impacts are acceptable, and the application 
should therefore be refused. 
 
Danuta Cass, 2 Eskdaleside, Sleights - While I accept that all parking requirements have 
technically been met in the developer's plans, the problem is the difference between 
theory and practice. Theoretically, all cars belonging to the new properties would park in 
the allotted spaces, but in practice, at least some of these cars or the visitors to the 
properties will park on Eskdaleside. The introduction of the access road in itself would 
cause a reduction in spaces available for current residents and visitors to the church, 
local houses, toilets etc. 
 
The Planning Committee necessarily deal with the 'theory' of a situation, while local 
residents then have to face the 'practice' in the longer term. 
 
So, I continue to object to the application in its present form. 
 
As a number of neighbours have stated in their submissions, there is no objection to 
building on that site in principle and a smaller development with integral parking could 
alleviate some of the issues expressed by neighbours - the additional parking on 
Eskdaleside, proximity to existing properties so they are overlooked, and access to the 
site by contractors' vehicles. 
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