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1. Purpose of the Report 
 
1.1 Present the results of the assessment of the policies in the Authority’s Local 

Development Framework against the policies in the National Planning Policy 
Framework  

1.2 Identify where there are policy ‘gaps’ and set out the appropriate course of action for 
dealing with these 

1.3 Outline the implications for the preparation of further Local Plans (formerly 
Development Plan Documents) in the Authority’s Local Development Scheme. 

 
 
2. Introduction 
 
2.1 At the July Planning Committee meeting, Members received a report on the key points 

contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and some of the main 
implications for the National Park. It was agreed that a further report would present a 
more detailed assessment of the policies in the adopted Local Development 
Framework, in particular the degree of consistency or otherwise with the National 
Planning Policy Framework policies and how any gaps or areas of non conformity 
should be addressed. Members of the Development Plan Working Group considered 
the detailed implications of the NPPF, as detailed in this report, at their meeting on 20 
September 2012.  

 
2.2 During the consultation on the draft NPPF in 2011, there was reference to a process 

for local authorities to seek a ‘Certificate of Conformity’ between existing adopted local 
policies and the new NPPF. However, the final version of the Framework does not 
contain this provision and instead sets out the transitional arrangements that will apply 
to existing adopted policies. The transitional arrangements are that ‘for 12 months from 
the day of publication, decision takers may continue to give full weight to relevant 
policies adopted since 2004 even if there is a limited degree of conflict with this 
Framework’. Following the 12 month period, due weight should be given to relevant 
policies in existing plans according to their degree of consistency with the Framework 
- the closer the policies in the Plan to the policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight 
that may be given. 

 
2.3 The main policy document in the North York Moors Local Development Framework, 

the Core Strategy and Development Policies document, was adopted on 11 
November 2008 under the provisions of the 2004 Act. Full weight can continue to be 
given to the policies for the purposes of decision making until 27 March 2013, 
provided that there is only a limited degree of conflict with the NPPF. It is after that 
date that the consistency with the NPPF becomes an important consideration. 
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2.4 The NPPF re states the primacy of the Development Plan in planning decision 
making - planning applications must be determined in accordance with the 
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise (referred to as 
the ‘plan-led system’). The NPPF represents guidance both in drawing up plans and 
is a material consideration in determining applications. Where adopted policies are in 
conflict with the NPPF, the degree of weight to be attached to the advice in the NPPF 
as a material consideration becomes greater. It is therefore important that a detailed 
check of the adopted policies in the Local Development Framework against the 
requirements of the NPPF is undertaken.  

 
2.5 Appendix 1 to this report provides a summary of the assessment which has been 

completed by the Policy Team. A more detailed assessment sits ‘behind’ this summary 
and is available on the Authority’s web site www.northyorkmoors.org.uk (in the Policies 
and Plans/Local Development Framework section). The assessment is based on a 
model checklist developed by the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) and the Local 
Government Association (LGA). The checklist enables local planning authorities to 
assess adopted policies against NPPF requirements, identify any gaps or areas of non 
conformity and start to plan how to manage the change. Although it has not been 
endorsed by the Department for Communities and Local Government, the PAS 
template has been used by a number of local planning authorities (including the New 
Forest National Park Authority). The assessment will be important in defending the 
weight to be given to the adopted Local Development Framework policies in 
application decisions and appeals. 

 
3. Former Guidance 
 
3.1 The NPPF condenses over 1000 pages of policy guidance into 55 pages and inevitably 

a lot of the detail contained in the former Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) and 
Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs) has been lost. This is important because 
there are some areas where the Authority was advised not to include a policy in the 
Local Development Framework because it would duplicate national policy in PPSs and 
PPGs. Now that these have been replaced there is a policy and procedural ‘vacuum’ in 
some areas, the most significant of which is in relation to the minerals policies and the 
functional and financial tests for agricultural workers dwellings. 

 
3.2 The picture is made more complex because a handful of PPSs, PPGs and Minerals 

Policy Guidance Notes remain extant, together with Good Practice Guides and 
Circulars these may still be taken into account in reaching planning decisions. A list of 
the outstanding guidance is held by the Policy Team. 

 
3.3 Communities and Local Government (CLG) has stated that it intends to review this 

outstanding guidance and that they will be publishing a consultation on the approach to 
this review in the Autumn. It is intended that future guidance will be produced by non 
Government bodies rather than CLG. 

 
4. The Self Assessment Process 
 
4.1 There are three aspects considered throughout the assessment table: 
 

• whether an existing LDF policy is consistent with the NPPF or not.  
• whether there is a policy ‘gap’ with the loss of the PPSs and PPGs 
• whether there is additional information or evidence that would be desirable to have 

in place for the preparation of a new Plan but would not ‘trigger’ an immediate 
review of the LDF.  

http://www.northyorkmoors.org.uk/
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4.2 The summary of the assessment in Appendix 1 incorporates a ‘traffic light’ approach 
to indicate the degree of significance of variation between the adopted LDF policies 
and NPPF requirements as follows: 

 
• Red – areas where there could be significant implications for decision taking - either 

because there is a conflict between an LDF policy and the NPPF or there is a gap in 
policy advice as a result of the loss of detail from Planning Policy Statements, 
Planning Policy Guidance Notes or Practice Guides. The assessment indicates the 
action that should be taken to deal with these areas. 

 
• Amber – policies where there are less significant implications for decision taking - 

where there are requirements or advice now included in the NPPF that are not 
currently covered in LDF policies or supporting text and those aspects of the NPPF 
may need to be given weight in making decisions on applications but no immediate 
action needs to be taken in relation to plan making. 

 
4.3 In addition, there are some areas where it is considered that no immediate action 

needs to be taken. These are generally in relation to areas where the NPPF advises 
that certain evidence or advice should be incorporated into new Plans but which is not 
currently included in the adopted LDF and will not have any implications until the LDF 
is reviewed. This includes areas where additional evidence is required for preparing a 
new Plan. These are identified in the more detailed table that sits ‘behind’ the summary 
in Appendix 1. 
 

5. Conclusions from the Self Assessment 
 
5.1 The self assessment shows that the majority of the LDF policies are in general 

conformity with the NPPF and should continue to be given full weight for the 
transitional period to 27 March 2013 and beyond. In view of this it is not considered 
necessary to undertake a full review of the Core Strategy and Development Policies. It 
is important to recognise that the special status of National Parks as areas where 
development is restricted and landscape conservation is to be given great weight is 
recognised in the NPPF. Paragraph 115 of the NPPF continues to give the highest 
status of protection to National Parks in relation to landscape and scenic beauty, 
maintaining the position set out in the former PPS 7 and footnote 9 identifies National 
Parks as areas where development should be restricted and the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development does not apply. 

 
5.2 There are, however, four main areas where there are potential significant implications 

for decision making which are set out below. In some of these cases, it is considered 
that the non conformity of the LDF with the NPPF can be justified given the weight to 
be attached to conserving landscape and scenic beauty that is set out in paragraph 
115 of the NPPF. The Authority may be challenged in these areas on a case by case 
basis and it will be important to maintain its policy position using the explanation and 
justification set out in the assessment. Development Plan working Group maintained 
that provided the reasoning put forward in the attached table can be upheld then in 
most cases the potential areas of conflict are unlikely to be problematic. In other areas, 
action needs to be taken to fill a policy ‘gap’. The main areas where implications could 
arise are: 
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5.2.1 Paragraph 28 – the NPPF supports the sustainable growth and expansion of all types 

of business in rural areas, through conversion and well designed new buildings. The 
NPPF does not contain any restriction on where new build development for 
employment purposes can take place, referring only to ‘rural areas’ which could imply 
within villages or open countryside. However, in open countryside, the LDF policies 
support the conversion of existing buildings rather than new buildings for employment 
development. New buildings are permitted within villages where there are no suitable 
sites or accommodation in the vicinity. It is considered that this approach is appropriate 
within a National Park context, where paragraph 115 of the LDF gives great weight to 
protecting the landscape, scenic beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of National 
Parks. Development Plan Working Group considered that it would be unreasonable for 
‘rural areas’ to be equated to ‘open countryside’ and therefore considered this is 
unlikely to be a significant issue. 
 

5.2.2 Paragraph 51 – the NPPF states that applications for change to residential use from 
commercial uses should normally be approved, provided that there are not strong 
economic reasons why this would be inappropriate. The policies in the LDF seek to 
resist the loss of commercial and employment premises to other uses, unless it can be 
robustly demonstrated that they are no longer suitable or viable for these purposes. 
Development Plan Working Group considered that the caveat provided by the NPPF in 
relation to ‘strong economic reasons’ should apply to the National Park due to the 
fragile nature of the rural economy and the strong reliance on tourism. However, it is 
considered that this is an appropriate approach in a National Park where development 
opportunities are limited, and it is important that the policy does not impose a blanket 
‘ban’ on such changes of use. Members will be aware from the report to August 
Planning Committee that the Government is seeking to extend Permitted Development 
Rights on changes of use to allow for this change without the need for planning 
permission. This could override the assessment findings in any case and the outcome 
will be reported to Members. 

 
5.2.3 Paragraph 55 – the NPPF restricts isolated new homes in the countryside to special 

circumstances including to ‘meet an essential need for a rural worker to live 
permanently at or near their place of work in the countryside’. There is no definition of 
what constitutes a ‘rural worker’. Core Policy J of the LDF has a much more specific 
definition as the policy permits new houses in open countryside only where it is ‘proven 
as essential for farming, forestry and other essential land management activities’. The 
assessment of essential need was based on the functional and financial tests set out in 
Annex A of PPS 7 which have now been lost.  
 

5.2.4 CLG has not issued any formal advice on how to deal with this policy ‘gap’. Although it 
may eventually be resolved when the review of guidance has been completed by the 
Government, in the meantime the Authority is receiving pre application queries and 
applications for farm workers dwellings which need to be dealt with. The Planning 
Advisory Service web site frequently asked questions on the NPPF states in response 
to the query over whether the tests in Annex A can continue to be used that ‘having 
considered the planning issues, you might conclude that the tests constitute a useful 
method of providing evidence to arrive at a decision’. Furthermore, the supporting 
text to Core Policy J in paragraph 9.14 states that ‘proposals for dwellings in the open 
countryside for people employed in agriculture, forestry and other essential land 
management activities will be assessed against the criteria set out in Annex A of PPS 
7. 
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  It is therefore recommended that the Authority continues the approach of using the 
functional and financial tests set out in Annex A of the former PPS to deal with 
proposals for agricultural and other rural workers’ dwellings in open countryside. It is 
proposed to produce a Planning Advice Note to make this clear, and this was 
supported by the Development Plan Working Group. 
 

5.2.5 The other ‘special circumstance’ in which the NPPF states that housing in the open 
countryside would be acceptable is ‘where the development would re-use redundant 
or disused buildings and lead to an enhancement to the immediate setting’ – this 
would include modern buildings. Development Policy 8 of the LDF only permits the 
re-use of traditional buildings in open countryside for residential uses including 
annexes, letting for local occupancy and holiday accommodation. It is considered that 
restricting these uses to traditional buildings is appropriate in the National Park. More 
modern farm buildings tend to be more isolated from the main farm holding and are 
less suited to residential conversion from a design perspective. This could lead to a 
proliferation of residential uses in open countryside of a poorer quality. 

 
5.2.6 Paragraph 65 of the NPPF indicates that Local Planning Authorities should not 

refuse permission for development which promotes high levels of sustainability 
because of concerns about incompatibility with townscape if this is mitigated by good 
design. Core Policy G and Development Policy 3 support sustainable approaches to 
design but also require that this conserves or enhances the landscape setting, 
settlement layout and building characteristics of the National Park. This is considered 
to be an appropriate approach given the NPPF’s requirement that great weight is to 
be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks. Development 
Plan Working Group considered that the requirement in this paragraph for concerns 
to be mitigated by good design would provide a sufficient safeguard. 
 

6. Housing Policy  
 
6.1 As members will recall from the last report in July, the position of National Parks in 

relation to housing provision is not made clear in the NPPF and further clarification has 
been sought from CLG. The Regional Spatial Strategy set a ‘nil’ figure for housing 
provision in the region’s two National Parks as all housing was to meet a local or 
affordable need rather than general market demand. However, the abolition of the RSS 
will leave a ‘vacuum’ with regard to whether the Parks should be meeting general 
housing need which the NPPF does not clarify.  

 
6.2 Paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that Local Plans should meet the full objectively 

assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the area, but only ‘as far as is 
consistent with the policies set out in this Framework’. Thus in the National Park, 
meeting housing needs has to be balanced with the weight to be attached to 
conserving the Park’s scenic beauty set out in paragraph 115. The footnote to this 
paragraph also makes reference to the National Parks Circular which states that ‘the 
Government recognises that the Parks are not suitable locations for unrestricted 
housing and does not therefore provide general housing targets for them’. Even if this 
approach is endorsed by CLG, under the Duty to Cooperate it will be necessary to 
engage with the constituent and neighbouring Districts to consider whether the need 
that will not be met in the Park could be met elsewhere. 

  



The National Planning Policy Framework and Assessment of Local Development Framework Policies/6 
 

 
6.3 A meeting has been held with CLG to discuss the above position. There is general 

agreement from CLG that there is sufficient scope within the NPPF and especially the 
link to the Circular to conclude that National Park Authorities should continue to focus 
on the delivery of housing to meet local and affordable needs and that to meet the full 
market and affordable needs would conflict with the other policies in the NPPF which 
seek to protect National Parks. A draft ‘articulation’ of the relevant parts of the NPPF 
has been drawn up and it is intended that this will be agreed by ENPAA, CLG and 
PINS. This position does, however, need to be articulated through a logical process 
e.g. developing an evidence base through a Housing Market Assessment and then 
setting out the landscape constraints to meeting that need which would mean that 
National Park Local Plans would not need to deliver the full amount of need identified 
or provide a 5 year housing land supply. This approach also needs to be agreed with 
the constituent Districts through the Duty to Cooperate and it is suggested that a 
Memorandum of Understanding or Agreement is developed with the constituent 
Districts and discussed at the North Yorkshire Spatial Planning Board. 

 
6.4 Members will also recall that work on a Housing Development Plan document was 

underway until the publication of the NPPF and the assessment of the LDF policies 
against the NPPF. The purpose of the document was to update the affordable housing 
target set out in Core Policy J in the light of the findings of the Affordable Housing 
Viability Study published in 2009 and updated in 2011. The document was also 
intended to deal with other minor issues relating to the definition of infill development 
and the approach to proposals at Botton Village. 

 
6.5 The part of Core Policy J dealing with the affordable housing target lapsed in 

November 2011. The latest update of the Viability Study showed that the 50% target is 
not viable even in the parts of the Park where house prices are higher. Economic 
conditions have not improved since the completion of the Viability Study and in the 
meantime, the Authority has been dealing with proposals for affordable housing where 
the policy has been ‘triggered’ on a case by case basis. It is suggested that a further 
report to Planning Committee presents the options that are available to review the 
policy. 

 
6.6 Paragraph 54 of the NPPF suggests that local authorities should consider allowing 

some market housing on exception sites to facilitate affordable housing. Whilst 
Development Plan Working Group agreed that in the short term the track record of 
providing for exception sites of 100% affordable housing in the National Park suggests 
that there would be no justification for allowing an element of market housing, there 
was concern that in the future, as funding for such schemes decreases, there may be 
more pressure for an open market element. 

 
7. Minerals Policies 
 
7.1 There are a number of ‘gaps’ in the LDF minerals policies as a result of the loss of 

Minerals Policy Statements and Guidance including: 
 
• Guidance on assessing minerals applications was formerly contained in Minerals 

Policy Statement 2 and Minerals Planning Guidance 7 and was not included in the 
LDF. Although some detail is contained in the technical guidance, this does not set 
out the full environmental considerations that should be applied. 

• The LDF does not contain any policies on oil and gas developments as the 
relevant policies were contained in Annex 4 to Minerals Policy Statement 
1(MPS1). 
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• The Major Development Test in MPS1 which referred to national considerations of 
mineral supply, as well as the other Major Development Test considerations, has 
been lost. The Major Development Test in the NPPF is more general than that in 
MPS1 and does not refer specifically to minerals supply.   

 
7.2 Paragraph 144 of the NPPF requires great weight to be attached to the benefits of 

mineral extraction including on the economy. Core Policy E of the LDF requires 
minerals developments other than building stone extraction to be considered against 
the Major Development Test which requires consideration of the impact of permitting or 
refusing a major development on the economy. In addition, the NPPF states that 
bonds or guarantees should only be sought for minerals development in exceptional 
circumstances, however it is considered that in a National Park there may be 
justification for using these more frequently due to the need to avoid harm to a 
nationally protected landscape 
 

7.3 The lack of policy guidance on oil and gas developments and other policy ‘gaps’ on 
minerals can only be considered through a new Local Plan as informal guidance would 
not be sufficiently robust and would be likely to be open to challenge. If the LDF is not 
going to be reviewed, another possibility may be to work with other Minerals Planning 
Authorities in the sub region on a joint Plan. Work is already underway on a Local 
Aggregates Assessment with North Yorkshire County Council, Yorkshire Dales 
National Park and York City Council which will provide information about aggregate 
supply in the sub region. Further discussions will be arranged with the other Minerals 
Planning Authorities about a joint approach to developing new minerals policies and 
more details of the possible options will be presented to Members in due course, 
including the options if a joint approach with other authorities is not possible. 
Development Plan Working Group suggested also investigating the possibility of 
‘adopting’ relevant parts of the minerals policies in the Regional Spatial Strategy and 
the potential for this will also be reported to Members shortly. 

 
8. Setting of the National Park 
 
8.1 The NPPF does not contain any reference to preserving the setting of the National 

Park from the impact of development beyond its boundary. Policies were contained in 
Planning Policy Statement 22 on Renewable Energy and within the Regional Spatial 
Strategy which is proposed to be revoked. Aside from a reference in a footnote of the 
NPPF which would require the consideration impacts from wind turbine development 
outside National Park boundaries, this leaves a policy gap which cannot be addressed 
by the National Park Authority. Development Plan Working Group were supportive of 
seeking to ensure that adjoining authorities’ plans contain a policy which would aim to 
conserve the setting of the National Park.  

 
9. Sustainability Appraisal 

 
9.1 The policies in the Local Development Framework were subject to Sustainability 

Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment as part of their production. These 
assessments were not required as part of the production of the NPPF and therefore 
its implications have not been subject to the same level of rigorous assessment that 
is expected as part of a local plan. However, should any elements of the NPPF be 
incorporated into the LDF in the future these would need to be subject to 
Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment. 

  



The National Planning Policy Framework and Assessment of Local Development Framework Policies/8 
 

10. Legal Implications 
 
10.1 The status of the NPPF as government guidance does not challenge the existing plan-

led system as set out in the 2004 Planning Act. Nevertheless, it forms an important and 
significant material consideration in relation to the Authority’s plan- making and 
development management functions and appropriate regard must be given when 
exercising these functions. 

 
11. Recommendation 
 
11.1 That Members note the content of the Self Assessment in Appendix 1 and agree the 

approaches suggested, particularly for the areas where there could be significant 
implications for decision taking as listed under paragraph 6.2 of this report. 
 

11.2 That Members note the position in relation to housing provision and that an approach 
to housing provision in the National Park is developed and agreed with the constituent 
Districts and at a sub-regional level. 
 

11.3  That Members note the position in relation to minerals policies including oil and gas 
exploration and authorise officers to explore the options for addressing the gaps as 
outlined in the report, including investigating a joint approach to developing new 
policies with other authorities in York and North Yorkshire. 
 

 
Contact Officer  
Sarah Housden 
Policy Manager 
01439 772700 
 
Background Papers to this Report       File Ref 
 
1. National Planning Policy Framework      3051/6 
 



Summary of assessment of NPPF against North York Moors National Park Local Development Framework     

Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

New buildings for 
economic use 

Paragraph 28 of the NPPF supports ‘well designed new buildings’ in 
‘rural areas’ for business use. Rural areas are not defined but are 
taken to include open countryside.  
Development Policy 10 of the LDF would not support new buildings for 
economic use in the open countryside. It is considered that the 
approach in the LDF represents a balance between NPPF paragraphs 
28 and 115, the latter states that great weight should be given to 
conserving the landscape, scenic beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage 
of National Parks. 

High 
significance 

Continue to apply Development 
Policy 10 on the basis that it 
represents a balanced approach 
between paragraphs 28 and 115 
of the NPPF. 

Change of use 
from commercial to 
residential 

Paragraph 51 of the NPPF states that planning permission should 
normally be approved for change of use from commercial to 
residential where there is a need for housing in that area and there are 
no strong economic reasons why it would not be appropriate.  
Development Policies 11 and 15 of the LDF support conversion from 
employment or tourism uses to residential where it can be robustly 
demonstrated that they are no longer suitable or viable.  
No guidance is given in the NPPF as to what ‘strong economic 
reasons’ may be. The approach taken in the LDF reflects the high 
residential values in the National Park and the desire to retain 
economic uses. 

High 
significance 

Continue to emphasise that the 
approach in Development 
Policies 11 and 15 is appropriate 
within the National Park. 

Housing for ‘rural 
workers’ 

Paragraph 55 of the NPPF restricts isolated new homes in the 
countryside to special circumstances including to meet an ‘essential 
need for a rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of 
work in the countryside’.  
Core Policy J of the LDF contains a much more specific definition, 
stating ‘that which is proven as essential for farming, forestry and 
other essential land management activities.’  
The NPPF does not define ‘rural worker’.  
In addition, as PPS7 has been revoked there is now no guidance for 

High 
significance 

Produce Advice Note which 
clarifies that part 3 of Core 
Policy J represents the 
NYMNPA’s definition of a ‘rural 
worker’ and includes the details 
which had previously been in 
Annex A of PPS7. 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

considering such proposals, including the financial tests. 
Reuse of disused 
rural buildings 

Paragraph 55 of the NPPF states that the reuse of a rural building for 
residential use would be one of the special circumstances in which 
housing in the open countryside would be acceptable, where this 
leads to an enhancement to the immediate setting. 
Development Policy 8 of the LDF restricts such uses to the reuse of 
traditional buildings which are part of an existing group of buildings 
which includes an existing residential unit. Residential reuse must be 
for local needs letting or as an annex. 

High 
significance 

Continue to emphasise that this 
approach is appropriate within 
the National Park to enable 
traditional buildings to be 
retained without creating a 
domestic appearance within the 
landscape. 

Development 
promoting a high 
level of 
sustainability 

Paragraph 65 of the NPPF states that planning authorities should not 
refuse planning permission for buildings or infrastructure which 
promote high levels of sustainability because of concerns about 
incompatibility with an existing townscape, if those concerns have 
been mitigated by good design. Additional considerations apply to 
impacts upon heritage assets, which include Conservation Areas. 
The policies of the LDF, particularly Development Policy 3 and Core 
Policy D, support sustainable approaches to design but this should be 
weighed up against other elements of Development Policy 3 which 
aim to maintain the character of the environment.  

High 
significance 

Continue to emphasise that the 
approach in the LDF is 
appropriate within the context of 
the National Park where the 
picturesque villages were cited 
as one of the reasons for 
designation. 

Detailed guidance 
for consideration of 
minerals 
applications 

Paragraph 143 of the NPPF requires local plans to contain, amongst 
other things, environmental criteria for assessing minerals planning 
applications and policies relating to reclamation of land. Detailed 
guidance was previously contained in MPS2 and MPG7 and was 
therefore not included within the LDF, although Development Policy 1 
contains criteria in relation to Environmental Protection for all 
developments. Some detail is contained in the technical guidance to 
the NPPF, particularly in relation to dust, noise, stability and 
restoration. 
The NPPF also states that bonds or financial guarantees should only 
be sought for minerals developments in exceptional circumstances, 
however it is considered that within a National Park there may be a 

High 
significance 

Lack of policy can only be 
addressed through production of 
local plan to cover gaps or 
through joining with other MPAs 
in the sub-region (which would 
also address other less 
significant minerals issues). 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

need to use these more commonly due to the potential for significant 
damage to a nationally protected landscape.  
In addition, the NPPF requirement in paragraph 144 to only use 
financial guarantees in exceptional circumstances may not be the 
most appropriate approach in a National Park where there is potential 
for harm to a nationally designated asset.  

Benefits from 
minerals 
developments 

Paragraph 144 of the NPPF requires great weight to be attached to 
the benefits of mineral extraction including on the economy. 
Core Policy E of the LDF requires minerals developments other than 
appropriately scaled building stone extraction to be considered against 
the Major Development Test.  
The Major Development Test refers to giving consideration to the 
impact of permitting or refusing a major development on the economy. 
It is considered that within the National Park the considerations within 
the Major Development Test should take precedence over other 
elements of the NPPF, as the NPPF is clear that these are the 
considerations for major developments within National Parks. 

High 
significance 

 

No policies on oil  
and gas 
developments 

Paragraph 147 of the NPPF sets out requirements in relation to setting 
policies for oil and gas developments, but does not in itself form policy 
for determining planning applications.  
The Core Strategy does not contain any policies on oil and gas 
developments as the relevant policies were contained in Annex 4 to 
MPS1.  

High 
significance 

Consider any oil and gas 
applications against the general 
policies in the LDF. 
 
Lack of policy can only be 
addressed through production of 
plan to cover gaps. 

Change to major 
Development Test 
in relation to 
minerals 

Former MPS1 contained reference to ‘national considerations of 
mineral supply’ within the Major Development Test for minerals 
developments. This has now been lost and replaced with the more 
general Major Development test in the NPPF. The implications are 
that the issue of how far a proposed development will meet a national 
need for minerals, as opposed to any wider need, is now not a specific 
consideration under the Major Development Test. Nevertheless the 

High 
significance 

 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

more general phrase ‘national considerations’ remains within the 
Major Development Test and it is considered that minerals supply 
should be considered within this context. 

Lack of guidance 
on developments 
impacting on the 
setting of the 
National Park 

The LDF does not contain a policy relating to maintaining the setting 
of the National Park as such developments would be outside of the 
Authority’s jurisdiction. 
The Yorkshire and Humber Plan, which the Government intends to 
abolish, stated that development in areas adjacent to National Parks 
must not prejudice the qualities of the designated area. 
PPS22, replaced by the NPPF, stated that the impact of renewable 
energy developments on designated areas is a material consideration. 
The NPPF does not contain any guidance relating to the impact on 
National Parks from development outside the boundary. This is with 
the exception of wind turbines where footnote 17 states that planning 
authorities should follow the approach set out in the National Policy 
Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure and the Overarching 
National Policy Statement for Energy Infrastructure. The latter of these 
states that ‘the duty to have regard to the purposes of nationally 
designated areas also applies when considering applications for 
projects outside the boundaries of these areas which may have 
impacts within them.’  
There is therefore a policy gap in relation to other authorities’ 
decisions on developments outside the National Park but which may 
impact upon the setting of the National Park.  

High 
significance 

Seek recognition of and 
appropriate policy protection for 
the setting of the National Park 
in neighbouring planning 
authorities’ Local Plans under 
the Duty to Cooperate.  

Relocation of 
development in 
areas at risk of 
flooding 

Paragraph 100 of the NPPF states that where climate change is 
expected to increase flood risk planning authorities should seek 
opportunities to facilitate the relocation of development, including 
housing, to more sustainable locations. 
The LDF does not contain any guidance specifically in relation to this 
issue, but Development Policy 21 states that replacement dwellings 
should be in the same position. Unless development was relocating to 

Low 
significance 

Consider the need to relocate 
individual properties due to flood 
risk in exceptional 
circumstances. 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

a location consistent with Core Policy B, current policies would seek to 
resist such development. 

Viability of 
development 

Paragraphs 173 and 174 of the NPPF state that consideration must be 
given to the viability implications of all policy requirements, including 
cumulative implications. Whilst a viability assessment forms part of the 
process for determining the amount of affordable housing to be 
provided as part of open market housing development in the larger 
settlements, no viability assessment has been carried out in relation to 
the requirements of Core Policy D in relation to renewable energy and 
hence no assessment of cumulative viability has been undertaken. 

Low 
significance 

Consider cumulative effects on 
viability of all requirements as 
part of any future review of the 
LDF. In the meantime, the 
cumulative viability impacts of 
any additional requirements 
arising from the introduction of 
Community Infrastructure Levy 
will need to be assessed. 

Presumption in 
favour of 
sustainable 
development 

Paragraphs 14, 15 and 151 (and 49 in relation to housing) of the 
NPPF set out the approach to the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. However, some exceptions are applied in relation to 
National Parks. The paragraph suggests that National Parks may not 
be subject to the requirement to meet objectively assessed needs and 
that the presumption to grant permission where the plan is absent, 
silent or out of date may also apply.  
Core Policy A of the LDF sets out the approach to sustainable 
development within the North York Moors National Park and in this 
respect the LDF is the definition of sustainable development in the 
National Park. The presumption in favour of sustainable development 
does not change this position. 

Low 
significance 

Continue to emphasise that the 
LDF represents the definition of 
sustainable development within 
the North York Moors National 
Park. 
 
Include policy on presumption in 
favour of sustainable 
development in any future 
review of LDF. 
 
Discuss with adjoining planning 
authorities how to meet unmet 
needs from the Park 

Reusing previously 
developed land 

Paragraphs 17 and 111 of the NPPF encourage the use of previously 
developed land. 
This consideration is not contained in the LDF. 
As there is a limited supply of brownfield land in the National Park it is 
unlikely that this would undermine the strategy of the LDF, and any 
proposals relating to previously developed land would need to comply 

Low 
significance 

Consider support for reuse of 
previously developed land 
alongside other policies of the 
LDF and NPPF. 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

with other policies in the LDF and NPPF. 
Promote mixed 
use developments  

Paragraphs 17, 38 and 69 of the NPPF promote mixed use 
developments.  
This is not a consideration contained in the LDF, although in principle 
there is nothing which restricts such uses.  
New developments in the Park are generally small scale and the 
communities and settlements themselves provide a mix of uses within 
a relatively small geographic area.  

Low 
significance 

Consider support for mixed use 
development alongside other 
policies of the LDF and NPPF. 

Deliver community 
and cultural 
facilities to meet 
local needs 

Paragraph 17 of the NPPF requires planning authorities to deliver 
sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet local 
needs. 
Core Policy I of the LDF supports the provision of such facilities 
subject to locational criteria. It is considered that this represents a 
balanced approach to providing such facilities whilst delivering 
National Park purposes. 

Low 
significance 

Consider need to meet needs for 
community and cultural facilities 

Support economic 
growth and meet 
business needs 

Paragraphs 18 to 22 of the NPPF require planning authorities to 
support economic growth and to meet the development needs of 
business.  
Chapter 8 of the LDF sets out policies which aim to support the 
economy within the context of delivering National Park purposes. 
However no assessment has been undertaken to identify business 
needs and there is, consequently, no aim to meet these. Nevertheless 
it is considered that this approach is in line with paragraph 14 of the 
NPPF which identifies that within National Parks this may not be 
appropriate. 

Low 
significance 

 

‘Town centre’ uses The definition of ‘town centre’ in the NPPF includes town centres, 
district centres and local centres but excludes small parades of shops. 
These policies therefore apply to many of the village centre areas in 
the National Park. Paragraph 24 of the NPPF would allow for 
development out of town centres where no town centre or edge of 
centre sites are available, however it is considered unlikely that 

Low 
significance 

 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

developments such as supermarkets would come forward due to the 
small population catchments. The definition of town centre uses is 
wider than that included in Development Policy 18 of the LDF. 
Development Policy 18 of the LDF does not define town centres but 
supports new retail, financial or professional uses within the main built 
up areas of Service Villages, Local Service Villages and Other 
Villages. 

Facilitate transport 
infrastructure 

Paragraph 41 of the NPPF requires planning authorities to identify and 
protect sites and routes for widening transport choice. 
Development Policy 24 sets out criteria in relation to new rights of 
way, park and ride schemes and car parks, however there is no 
specific policy basis for the consideration of other forms of transport 
infrastructure.  
Nevertheless it is considered that paragraph 115 of the NPPF which 
gives great weight to the conservation of the landscape, scenic 
beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of National Parks, would enable a 
balanced approach. 

Low 
significance 

 

Meeting housing 
needs 

Paragraphs 47 and 48 of the NPPF require planning authorities to 
meet the full, objectively assessed needs for affordable and market 
housing for their area where this is consistent with other policies in the 
NPPF. 
Core Policy J of the LDF supports open market housing in Helmsley 
and the Service Villages, and local occupancy housing on infill sites in 
Local Service Villages and Other Villages. It is acknowledged that this 
approach will not meet all needs for housing within the Park, but the 
scale of need identified in the LDF is such that to meet this is likely to 
significantly undermine National Park purposes.  
It is considered that this approach is consistent with the NPPF as 
paragraph 115 requires great weight to be attached to conserving the 
landscape, scenic beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of National 
Parks. This paragraph also includes reference to the National Parks 

Low 
significance 

 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

Circular which states that the Government recognises that National 
Parks are not suitable for unrestricted housing and does not therefore 
provide general housing targets for them, and that the focus should be 
on meeting needs for affordable housing.  

Provide for a mix 
of housing 

Paragraphs 50 and 69 of the NPPF require planning authorities to 
provide for a mix of housing. 
Core Policies J and K of the LDF provide for a range of housing 
tenures which ensures a mix of housing is provided for across the 
Park. 

Low 
significance 

 

Exception sites Paragraph 54 of the NPPF states that planning authorities should 
consider whether allowing some market housing on rural exception 
sites would facilitate the provision of significant additional housing to 
meet local needs. 
Core Policy K of the LDF provides for exception sites which are 100% 
affordable housing. 
This approach to rural exception sites has resulted in the completion 
of 77 units over the last 5 years. Amending the current approach to 
allow some open market housing to facilitate affordable housing 
development is unlikely to deliver any more housing as it will make 
landowners less likely to sell the land at a reasonable cost to RP’s 
(retaining land for ‘hope’ value) and local communities are likely to be 
less supportive as it will involve the private gain of individuals.  

Low 
significance 

 

Community 
consultation on 
planning 
applications 

Paragraph 66 of the NPPF states that where applicants have worked 
closely with the community over the design the application should be 
looked upon more favourably.  
Whilst this may be a material consideration, the relevant policies 
should help to form the decision. 

Low 
significance 

 

Schools 
development 

Paragraph 72 of the NPPF gives great weight to the need to create, 
expand or alter schools.  
Core Policy I of the LDF supports the provision of new schools, 
following a form of sequential approach to their location.  

Low 
significance 

 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

In relation to any proposals for new school development in other 
locations consideration should be given to paragraph 115 of the NPPF 
as well as any other relevant policies in the LDF. 

Consideration of 
coastal change 

Paragraphs 94, 99 and 106 of the NPPF provide for the consideration 
of coastal change, including facilitating development and infrastructure 
that needs to be moved away from the coast.  
Core Policy D of the LDF facilitates coastal protection works but does 
not contain a policy relating to the relocation of development.  
Any such development would need to be considered against the 
broader locational policies in the LDF, balanced against the support 
for relocating development at risk from coastal change. 

Low 
significance 

 

Requirements for 
renewable energy 
as part of new 
development 

Paragraph 95 of the NPPF requires requirements for a building’s 
sustainability to be consistent with the Government’s zero carbon 
homes policy and adopt nationally described standards. 
Core Policy D of the LDF sets out a locally derived standard which 
was based upon RSS policy.  
Whilst there is a difference in approach, it is considered that prior to 
the Authority being in a position to amend the requirement, the current 
requirement should continue to be applied as it works towards the 
broader aims of the NPPF in relation to climate change and renewable 
energy. 

Low 
significance 

 

Lack of detailed 
guidance in 
relation to 
assessing 
pollution, land 
stability and 
contaminated land 

Loss of detailed guidance from former PPSs and PPGs in relation to 
pollution and land issues.  
Development Policy 1 contains the policy requirements in relation to 
such issues, but with cross-reference to former PPSs and PPGs for 
the detailed guidance.  

Low 
significance 

Await national review of 
guidance which may reinstate 
lost details 

Development for 
conserving and 
enhancing 

Paragraph 118 of the NPPF states that development proposals where 
the primary objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity should be 
permitted. 

Low 
significance 

 



Policy area Issue  Level of 
significance 
for decision 
taking  

Any immediate action needed 

biodiversity Core Policy C of the LDF seeks to maximise opportunities for 
enhancement of ecological or geological assets. 
It is considered that paragraph 118 should be considered within the 
context of other policies in the NPPF and the LDF, particularly 
paragraph 115 of the NPPF. 

Minerals supply Paragraphs 145 and 146 of the NPPF refer to minerals planning 
authorities maintaining landbanks and supply of aggregates and 
industrial minerals. 
Core Policy E of the LDF does not set out figures in relation to 
maintenance of landbanks on the basis that the RSS apportionment of 
0.8mt for land won crushed rock between 2001 and 2016, which has 
been met, on the basis that it was seeking a progressive reduction in 
aggregate provision from National Parks. 
It is considered that this approach is supported by the NPPF through 
paragraph 144 which states that maintenance of landbanks for non-
energy minerals should be provided for outside of National Parks as 
far as practical.  

Low 
significance 

 

 

 

 


