
Item 5 
 

 
North York Moors National Park Authority 
Development Plan Working Group Meeting 

 
Public Minutes of the meeting held at The Old Vicarage, Helmsley on the 18 March 2015.  
 
Present:  Mr Bowes, Mr Thompson, Mr Walker, Mr Tindall, Ms Oswald  
 
Apologies:  Mr Chance, Mr Hugill, Mr Bailey, Mr Griffith 
 
Officers in attendance: Chris France (Director of Planning), Caroline Skelly (Senior Policy 
Officer), Clair Shields (Policy and Conservation Officer) 
 
01/15 Election of Chairman 

Resolved:  That Malcolm Bowes be elected as Chair of the Development Plan 
Working Group.  

 
02/15 Election of Deputy Chairman 

Resolved:  That Jeremy Walker be elected as Deputy Chair of the Development Plan 
Working Group 

 
03/15 Apologies:  Listed above 
 
04/15 Minutes 

Resolved:  That the public minutes of the meeting held on 15 May 2014, having been 
printed and circulated, be taken as read and confirmed and signed by the Chairman as 
a correct record.  

 
05/15 Members Interests 

Members were reminded of their responsibility to declare any personal and prejudicial 
interests relating to any agenda item prior to its consideration.  

 
06/15 Helmsley Plan and Joint Minerals and Waste Plan Update 
  

Considered: The report of the Senior Policy Officer  
 
The Senior Policy Officer updated Members in the situation in relation to the Helmsley 
Plan, outlining key points of the report: 

• Issues regarding land covenants and a breakdown of communication with the 
landowner which halted the scheduled Examination. RDC pursuing compulsory 
purchase order.  

• Examination went ahead on 3rd March and took the morning to discuss the issues 
(para.2.3 of report), followed by a site visit in the afternoon. Inspector is to publish 
draft report by end of April but suggested that the proposed modifications be 
consulted on in the meantime for a 6 week period (up to 29th April). RDC already 
served CPO, and if no objections will be confirmed in August. No objection expected 
by landowner. CPO funded through New Homes Bonus.  



 
 
Members discussed the following points: 

• Members noted that the CPO is going through. CSK confirmed that an application 
on this site is likely to wait until the Wharfedale development is completed. RDC is 
either looking to sell the land to a 3rd party or build themselves if they establish 
themselves as a development company.  

• MB asked whether landowner was looking to sell land at a reduced rate to enable 
affordable housing to be built. CSK confirmed the land was valued through the CPO 
at market value with reduced rate to reflect the covenant. Result was a similar price. 

• CMF explained that at the hearing developers used the CPO as a reason for 
delivering more housing land within the NP, but it is felt that the Inspector is likely to 
say that the CPO is secure enough. The main issue was the lack of a 5yr land 
supply for the NP, which we had to acknowledge was non-NPPF compliant but 
argued impact of development on landscape, trees and heritage and other elements 
of the NPPF which give NPs protection.  

• CSK advised that issues were very apparent from the site visit, so hopeful that the 
Inspector will conclude that this development inappropriate.  

The Senior Policy Officer updated Members in the situation in relation to the Joint 
Minerals and Waste Plan, outlining key points of the report: 

• Issues and options report consulted on in early 2014. Consultation on the additional 
sites ended on 13th March.  

• Production of the Plan has been divided by the 3 authorities. 
• Para.3.2 highlights the sites within the Park. The main site being the YP site of 

27,421ha. Conversation with DCLG to clarify NPPF which states that sites should 
be allocated within NPs but not preferred areas of search. However in order to 
identify sites for allocation the major development test needs to be applied. It is 
hoped that the site can be omitted from the plan but have a criteria based policy for 
assessing applications.  

• Mineral Development Plan Working Group meeting next week. Looking to consult 
on preferred options after Election. July Planning Committee to Members.  

Members discussed the following points: 

• It was confirmed that David Hugill and Alison Fisher are on the Working Group.  
• Doves Nest - the planning application likely to be determined before Plan approved.  
• Lady Cross site has not been proposed - the Plan refers to the actual mineral 

resource (not physical infrastructure sites for extraction, for example).  
• Yorewaste site – how does this fit in with the potash construction village? The 

construction village was on the opposite side of the road and therefore no issues; 
however there will be cumulative impact.  

• Concern that if the YP planning application is refused, then the Authority wouldn’t 
want this site in the Plan. Clarification that the Plan identifies the location of 
minerals, rather than the mining site.  

• What happens if the mine head site is approved, but the Plan fails to identify a 
mineral resource? This is why Officers consider a criteria based approach is the 
most appropriate solution.  



 
Ms Oswald arrived.  

• Any issues with pre-determination? Plan at an early stage so no issues with 
prematurity.  

• The agricultural land at Doves Nest is lowest quality grade. If the site was on 
moorland there would be more of an objection. If application is refused, an 
application to change the boundary of the NP is likely.  

• Need to understand Boulby. How far under the sea/land can they extract? CMF 
confirmed that Boulby do have extraction limits which define a boundary (map can 
be forwarded). Will be the same for YP.  

• Timescales - the final document will require 6 week consultation period. Looking to 
January for publication and submission in Feb/March.  

• Has joint approach been cost effective? Details such as the Sustainability Appraisal 
have been carried out by NYCC and therefore cost effective. A positive outcome 
has been the inclusion of ‘setting’ policies. A key advantage to the joint approach 
was the ability to include policies which protect the setting of the National Park, 
which could not have been included in a plan which was confined to the NP 
boundaries. 

• Gas - is anything in the Plan about conventional and unconventional extraction? 
Hydrocarbon policies which cover the whole area, including the NP covering issues 
such as fracking, impact and setting.  

Recommendation: That Members note the content of the report.  
 
Resolved: Content of the report noted.  

 
07/15 Update on the Community Infrastructure Levy 

 
Considered: The report of the Senior Policy Officer  
 
The Senior Policy Officer updated Members on the situation in relation to the CIL, 
outlining key points of the report: 

• Changes mean no more than five S106 obligations to contribute to a single project. 
• 2012 viability study carried out identifying three types of development which could 

support a levy.  These developments could bring in £124k per year. Since then 
further changes to the regulations which exempt self-build housing, residential 
extensions and annexes. Majority of housing in NP are single plots which now 
wouldn’t qualify for CIL.  

• Helmsley Plan would have contributed but most of development already granted 
and outstanding sites likely to be approved in advance of CIL.  

• Error from Consultants which could be rectified, but RDC revised figures showed 
the low value higher and the high values lower.  

• Consultants looked into minerals and pig/poultry developments. They made clear 
that we’re only Authority looking to progress other development types.  

• YP estimate of £33,200 per sq.m would amount to £91.6 million. Not overly 
confident with figures and evidence unlikely to be strong enough if taken to 
Examination. Plus application likely to be determined before CIL.  



 
• The Authority has been successful in gaining S106 funds through DM process 

(Helmsley applications and Cleveland Potash) through good relations with 
developers.  

Members discussed the following points: 

• If CIL not progressed then no need to do additional report to address error.  
• Pig farmers would seem to be unreasonably penalised.  
• Disappointed with changes. If different government then CIL might be more 

beneficial – important to keep a watching brief of the situation.  
• CMF clarified that CIL is aimed at delivering housing, road improvements etc. 

arising from large scale growth, which arguably is less relevant in a NP. Although 
there was scope for obtaining funding for green infrastructure, this I looking less 
likely as a result of changes in CIL applicability outlined above. 

• Consensus for a S106 policy to be written into a new Local Plan.  
• Authority has worked positively with developers to generate S106 funds which have 

been successful and therefore wouldn’t want to jeopardise this. What can Members 
do to help? 

• S106 and CIL is to be decided at the next Planning Committee so report needs to 
have more emphasis on income generation and that S106 can fulfil this.  

• New Homes Bonus is important area of income, especially in Helmsley, which we’re 
currently missing out on. Jim Bailey is in discussion with RDC.  

• YP S106 obligations and timescales discussed.  
• Consider a mixture of funding - S106 to help match fund other grants e.g. LEADER.  

Recommendation: That for the reasons outlined in the report, CIL is not pursued at 
the present time but that a ‘watching brief’ is kept on the CIL regime and that the 
position is reassessed when progress has been made on the preparation of a new 
Local Plan.   
 
Resolved: Content of the report noted.  

 
08/15 Preparation of a new Local Plan 

 
Considered: The report of the Senior Policy Officer  
 
The Senior Policy Officer updated Members on the situation in relation to the 
preparation of a new Local Plan, outlining key points of the report: 

• Need for a review of our CS and DPD which were created in light of RSS (now 
revoked) and requirement not to replicate national PPG’s (replaced with the NPPF).  

• Para.3.1 highlights that the spatial approach to housing hasn’t worked. 
• Shift in role of NP’s and need to provide 5yr land supply for housing.  
• Opportunity to carry out SHMA with Hambleton and Ryedale DCs in April.  
• Need to look at local occupancy, barn conversions and brownfield sites in particular.  
• Can’t move forward until after Election, but need to consider capacity regarding 

budget cuts and the need for a Management Plan review in 2017. 

 
 



 
Members discussed the following points: 

• A SHMA would be beneficial regardless.  
• Opportunity to look to communities to see what they want in their villages. Need to 

adopt a different way of thinking about service provision and need.  
• Other Districts and their SHMA’s? SBC in process of tendering and R&C in process 

- all will provide a disaggregated figure for the NP. We then decide what the NP is 
able to accommodate (through a SHLAA) and then look to Districts to take up the 
rest. Not a new approach, but new in that the NP has to produce a figure.  

• A new Local Plan is urgent to reflect changes in the way people live and work, all of 
which is integrated with housing.  

• If falls down to resources, then Local Plan is important as impacts on planning 
decisions e.g. S106.  

• Important to avoid 2 different discussions (Management Plan and Local Plan).  
• Appeals costs money. Could a cost benefit analysis be done? 
• Not thought that the Election would make any difference. Presumption should be 

that resources are low and therefore need to decide how to fit this in.  
• Need to send strong message for presumption in favour of a new LP, rather than 

not. We can’t continue postponing.  
• LEP’s and their Spatial Plan – are we involved? Being considered at CEO/Heads 

level but won’t be statutory and doesn’t affect NP’s statutory role. Some conflicts 
(economic plan) but aware of this. Been put on hold until after Election. Good to 
demonstrate Duty to Cooperate.  

Recommendation: That Member’s note the content of the report and provide 
comments to Officers for further consideration.  

Resolved: Members resolved that a new local plan had become an urgent need and 
whilst the resource position was difficult, its development should be prioritised 
accordingly. 
 
………………………………………………………………………………………….(Chair) 
9 June 2016 


