Item 8

North York Moors National Park Authority
Planning Committee
13 December 2018
Local Plan Consultation Response Update and
Statement of Community Involvement.
1.

Purpose of the Report

1.1

To inform Members of the results of public consultation on the ‘Preferred Options’ draft
and set out next steps.

1.2

To ask for Members’ approval for the revised Statement of Community Involvement to
be published.

2.

Introduction

2.1

This report informs and updates Members on progress on the new Local Plan and
outlines the main themes that came out through public consultation carried out earlier
this year. A summary of consultation responses is set out at Appendix 1. This report
also seeks agreement for the publication of a revised ‘Statement of Community
Involvement’. This is set out at Appendix 2.

3.

Preferred Options Draft Local Plan – Consultation Responses.

3.1

Following Planning Committee on 19 July an eleven week consultation was held on the
‘Preferred Options’ version of the Plan and supporting documents. Around 127 people
or organisations responded and provided around 553 individual comments. 477 of
these comments related to the draft Local Plan and an additional 76 to the potential
designation of ‘Visually Important’ and ‘Community’ Spaces. There were a greater
number of respondents (72) to the Visually Important and Community Spaces than the
rest of the draft Local Plan (55). Most comments were received from interest groups,
estates and government agencies. The main themes of the responses were:

1)

Opposition to the designation of Visually Important Spaces (Policy ENV13). There
were around 68 representations made objecting to the designation of particular
spaces, mostly from land owners or estates. Page 4 of the consultation report
attached at Appendix 1 breaks down the nature of the comments.

2) Housing strategy – there was a strong message from Estates, developers and the
Home Builder’s Federation that draft Plan was overly restrictive and should contain a
more flexible approach to housing numbers and tenure, to help with the Plan’s stated
objective of helping stabilise population levels. A recurrent theme was that a plan
reliant on housing coming forward on small infill sites and affordable ‘exceptions’
sites, and which contains restrictive policies (such as Visually Important Spaces’) is
unable to deliver housing at the levels envisaged in the Plan.
3) Comments (mostly from the Estates and land agents) that tourism policies were over
restrictive, in particular in respect of the requirement to have a unit on site to manage
accommodation and on the extension of caravan sites.
4) There was general support for the settlement hierarchy, the most notable comments
being requests for Easington to be included in the list of ‘Larger Villages’ and Egton
Bridge to also be included with Egton in the list of ‘Larger Villages’.
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5) Several comments requesting changes to the policy on major development (Strategic
Policy D) to repeat wording in national policy.
6) There were some organisations whose comments were mostly supportive, including
Natural England, the Environment Agency, Historic England and the North Yorkshire
Moors Association.
3.2

Fifteen ‘drop in’ sessions were also held throughout the National Park so views could be
heard. The general response was:
•
•
•

Opposition to particular Visually Important Spaces from individual landowners, but
some support from members of the public;
Concern over long term village vitality – people were worried about a decline in
services and jobs and an ageing demographic;
General support for a policy that looked to secure small scale ‘organic’ growth of
housing for local people.

3.3

Responses were also sought on minor changes to Supplementary Planning Guidance
on Renewable Energy and the Design Guide, none were received.

4.

Next Steps

4.1

It is proposed that the Development Plan Working Group reconvenes on 17 January to
discuss possible changes to the Plan. If these are agreed we anticipate that a
‘Publication’ or pre-submission draft is published for comments next February.
Comments will then be collated and this draft will be submitted to Government in May,
with final adoption in January 2020. In the meantime a consultation report will be
prepared setting out the Authority’s response to individual comments received.

4.2

Officer’s initial thinking on possible changes to the draft have focussed on feedback
saying the draft Plan is too restrictive in its approach to housing strategy. Officers
consider there may be some merit in reconsidering the approach to housing in villages,
particularly the 15 Larger Villages which offer more services and facilities and where
there was support for a more flexible approach. Changes for discussion would be as
follows:
a) Do not identify individual Visually Important Spaces (there was strong feedback that
this could restrict development in villages to the point where little or no housing
could come forward in some villages) but instead include a criteria-based policy that
would apply to all developments in settlements.
b) Revisit or replace the definition of ‘infill’ development to enable more suitable small
sites to be considered for development. One possibility is by defining suitable sites
as small sites within the main built up area and where there is suitable access to the
existing public highway and which are well-related to the form and grain of the
existing surrounding development. This would enable suitable sites that are not part
of a continuously built-up frontage to be considered.
c) Allow for up to 5 (rather than 2) Principal Residence (or Affordable) dwellings on
small sites within the main built up area of Larger Villages.
d) Larger sites of 12 or more dwellings on the edge of Larger Villages and 6 or more
dwellings on the edge of Smaller Villages would then be regarded as Rural
Exception Sites for affordable housing, as well as sites of 6 or more dwellings within
Larger Villages.
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4.3

Possible changes will be subject to further internal discussion and discussion with
Members.

5.

The Revised Statement of Community Involvement

5.1

Members are also asked to approve a revised version of the Authority’s ‘Statement of
Community Involvement’. The Statement sets out how the Authority will involve the
public in planning matters. Preparation and updating is a legal requirement under the
2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act and Local Plan Regulations 2012.

5.2

This version replaces the current version prepared in 2014. It is being updated as it is
required to be updated every five years and to bring it in to line with legislation brought
in by the Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017. Changes are therefore predominantly
within the ‘Neighbourhood Development Plans’ section (Section 4), where the Authority
must now specify the support and advice available to Neighbourhood Planning Groups
wishing to make a Neighbourhood Development Plan.

6.

Financial and Staffing Implications

6.1

No additional budget implications at present. Any delay to the Local Plan timetable would
be likely to incur additional costs.

7.

Contribution to National Park Management Plan

7.1

An up to date Local Plan supports a number of the priorities set out in the Management
Plan and sets a framework for ensuring that objectives can be delivered.

8.

Legal Implications

8.1

None at present.

9.

Recommendation

9.1 That:
1)

Members note responses to the draft Preferred Options Local Plan and supporting
documents.

2)

Members agree that the revised Statement of Community Involvement is published.

Contact Officer:
Paul Fellows
Head of Strategic Policy
01439 772700
Appendix 1 – Draft Preferred Options Local Plan – Summary of Consultation Responses
Appendix 2 – Statement of Community Involvement 2018.

Appendix 1

This appendix offers a brief summary of key comments received. Where policies are not included
no comments were received.
Not all comments are covered in the summary which intends to focus on main themes. A fuller
version of all comments, together with the Authority’s response will be set out in the forthcoming
Consultation Report.
The main points were:

Introductory Chapters (including Vision and Objectives)
•

The draft Plan covers a different time period to the Helmsley Plan and is based on a different
evidence base. There is a policy gap at the end of the period. The Helmsley Plan is based on
the Ryedale Local Plan Strategy evidence (Barton Willmore for Wharfedale Homes).

•

The vision and objectives are too generic/should refer more to housing supply, young people
and employment (Barton Willmore for Wharfedale Homes, Savills for the York Diocesan
Board of Finance Limited, Mr Robson and Mr Dudley Smith, Mulgrave Estate).

The Strategic Approach
Strategic Policy A – Achieving National Park Purposes and Sustainable
Development
•

Policy in its current form places the prevention of development in advance of promoting
sustainable development (Sirius Minerals).

•

This Policy could better reflect the model wording as proposed by the Planning Inspectorate
or wording in the draft Lake District Plan (Sirius Minerals, Savills for various clients).

•

The definition of Sustainable development should include text along the lines of “Supporting
the function and vitality of businesses, by providing appropriate development opportunities to
help meet the needs of the Park’s businesses (Mulgrave Estates).

Strategic Policy B – The Spatial Strategy
•

Cloughton should be in the hierarchy (Cloughton Parish Council).

•

Easington and Egton Bridge should be in the Larger Village category as each has sufficient
facilities (Loftus Town Council, Egton Estate).

•

Principal Residence or housing should be allowed in Smaller Villages (Atkinson Associates,
Savills for various clients).

•

Open market housing should be allowed in Larger and Smaller Villages (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Policy of 'open countryside' is questionable in the case of smaller settlements where some
development may be suitable (Helmsley Estate).

•

Policy should confirm that the development of under-utilised land and buildings both within
settlements and the open countryside is acceptable (Garners Planning for Mr. T. Bannister).
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Strategic Policy C – Quality and Design of Development
•

Policy should allow for a consideration of development viability and include some flexibility
(Mulgrave Estate).

Strategic Policy D - Major Development
•

Policy is inconsistent with national policy, should refer to the local as well as national
economy and use the word ‘moderate’ rather than minimise (Sirius Minerals & Spaunton
Estate).

•

Policy could be strengthened by the inclusion of a reference to the impacts of major
development on the special qualities of the National Park (Campaign for National Parks,
North Yorkshire Moors Association).

The Environment
Strategic Policy E – The Natural Environment
•

There is a risk that policy could create an additional area outside of the National Park or
“buffer zone” where development would be automatically resisted on visual impact grounds
(Mulgrave Estate).

Strategic Policy H – Habitats, Wildlife, Biodiversity and Geodiversity
•

Do not want to see the possibility of biodiversity gains elsewhere being used as a way of
compensating for the harm that a particular development might have on the landscape or
other aspects of the environment (Campaign for National Parks).

Policy ENV1 – Trees, Woodlands, Traditional Orchards and Hedgerows
•

The policy’s approach risks the retention of low value trees and hedgerows which should not
necessarily be seen as a constraint upon development (Mulgrave Estate).

Policy ENV2 – Tranquillity
•

The policy is imprecise and lacks clarity. As currently written it is not clear how development
proposals will be assessed against it (Mulgrave Estate).

•

The criteria-based approach would be problematic to implement, tranquillity is subjective.
Policy should be in line with the existing approach as set out in Core Strategy Policy A (Sirius
Minerals).

Policy ENV3 – A Strong Sense of Remoteness
•

The policy repeats other policies and is therefore superfluous (Mulgrave Estate).

Policy ENV4 – Dark Night Skies
•

It may be necessary to install external lighting. We would suggest that is a more appropriate
response to such major developed sites than the proposed “blanket ban’ (Defence
Infrastructure Organisation).

•

Concerns that this will limit the ability of the farming community to be able to light their yards,
for instance to be able to milk in the winter months (Countryside Landowners Organisation).
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•

Policy should allow sufficient external lighting as required for the operational and safety
purposes of development proposals which are otherwise deemed acceptable by the National
Park Authority (Sirius Minerals).

Policy ENV6 – Land Instability
•

The policy should recognise that there may be buildings that are in seasonal use or holiday
use that would fall under this policy and that they should also be suitably located. The word
“permanent” should be removed. The policy criteria requiring that the relocated building must
make a “positive contribution to the character and form of the settlement” is too high and
therefore unreasonable (Mulgrave Estate).

Policy ENV8 – Renewable Energy.
•

Requiring demonstration of community backing is unreasonable (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Policy should be more ambitious with their target set out in bullet point b) (CPRE North
Yorkshire).

Strategic Policy I – The Historic Environment
•

The approach to developments likely to result in substantial harm to the significance of
designated heritage assets does not reflect the advice contained in NPPF Paragraph 195.
This requires that such developments should achieve ‘substantial public benefits’ (also there
is no requirement for long-term benefits). Policy ought to set out some principles about the
relative weight which will be given to the importance of the heritage asset (Historic England,
CPRE North Yorkshire).

Policy ENV9 – Historic Landscape Assets
•

There should also be reference to the following heritage assets which are important to the
conservation of the NP: trods, historic pavements, milestones and boundary stones and
historic water management systems associated with monastic ruins, milling, farming, industry
and domestic use e.g. fords and water courses (CPRE North Yorkshire).

Policy ENV10 – Archaeological Heritage
•

The second paragraph of the policy does not conform with the NPPF in that it applies
essentially the same test to regionally and locally important sites as it does to those that are
nationally designated (Mulgrave Estate).

Policy ENV11 – Built Heritage
•

The policy as currently written does not differentiate sufficiently between designated and
non-designated heritage assets and specifically the sliding scale in weight given to the
various categories of asset in terms of their conservation (Mulgrave Estate).

Policy ENV13 – Visually Important Spaces
There were some supportive responses, including from Natural England and Historic
England. A large majority of objections came from landowners of the VISs. The main
comments were:

•

The normal planning process is sufficiently robust to enable all aspects of an
application to be considered, in accordance with the relevant policies and taking into
account the current protections including the National Park designation, Listed
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Buildings, Conservation Area and TPO etc. This further layer of protection is an
unnecessary duplication.

•

The designation of visually important spaces ‘closes off’ much infill potential in many
villages. Villages, local families and businesses need opportunities for flexible,
sensitive, organic growth. There are very few spaces in some villages that could be
put forward for future development and this policy approach would prevent the
development of the few opportunities that might be available and that may be
permitted under CO7 and CO8. This represents is an unsustainable approach which
could harm the vitality of villages and communities in the medium to long term.

•

The designation of the space does not comply with the evaluation criteria stated or
does not have the characteristics/features stated.

•

The space is not ‘visually important’ as it is not readily visible/it is screened from
public view by existing features.

•

The space does not meet the definition of infill and should not be designated.

•

The space includes private garden land.

•

Whether spaces were seen as visually important is a subjective matter meaning that
the process of designation was arbitrarily applied on the basis of the view from the
highway. Sites should instead be dealt with on a case by case basis (each on its
merits) as it is under the current policy.

•

The designation would prevent any future development on the land including
extensions, farm buildings; refurbishment/new access arrangements and car parks.

•

The designation would devalue land and properties.

•

The policy would unjustly encroach on the rights of the landowner.

•

The policy is unsound and appears to be in conflict with national policy or guidance in
the National Planning Policy Framework. (para.16, 77, 78, 122, 117). The justification
for the policy appears to be an attempt to tighten policies relating to infill development
and is a presumption against development.

•

This is approach is ill-conceived and flawed in methodology. The site descriptions are
inadequate and are not accompanied or evidenced by Landscape and Visual Impact
Appraisals. The descriptions of the sites are an inadequate attempt to convey
importance and significance of a site without evidence and to resist housing
development.

•

It is an attempt to reduce pressure on planning officers to conduct thorough
assessments of planning applications in these spaces, by writing off potential spaces
for development based upon their ‘visual importance’ before a true and fair
assessment of a proposed application and all of its distinct costs and benefits in
relation to the application’s own context.

•

Unaware of the proposed policy at the previous consultation.

•

The VIS policy and spaces should be reconsidered and the infill criteria should be
widened, which together with specific allocations would enable villages to grow.

•

The development of the site would provide funds to undertake essential maintenance
of a significant historic building, or provide funds to support an Estate or farm.

Appendix 1
•

The development of the site could provide much needed local needs/affordable
housing in the future which would contribute to maintaining the vitality of the village.

•

The site provides an opportunity for a sensitively designed scheme which would make
either a positive contribution to the area or would not harm the character of the area.

Understanding and Enjoyment
Strategic Policy J – Sustainable Tourism and Recreational Development
•

Policy is overly restrictive. One of the Local Plan’s aims should be to seek to extend
the tourism season. One of the ways of doing this is to allow for longer stay lets over
the autumn and winter periods. Generally, people choosing this type of stay usually
stay for 2-3 months (Mulgrave Estate).

•

The explanation text specifically prejudges the fact that ‘new sites or extension to
current sites resulting in more than twelve cabins, chalets or touring caravan pitches
will rarely be considered acceptable’. This restrictive limitation is given without
consideration of the merits of how the development can positively contribute to the
natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the National Park (Spaunton Estate,
Edwardson Associates).

Policy UE1 – Camping and Glamping
•

Many of the products on the market are around, or just above 25sq. m. The upper
limit is unnecessary given the visual impact of these developments can be controlled
and mitigated through other criterion in Policy UE1 (Egton Estate).

•

There may be suitable sites which do not form part of an existing building or group of
buildings, for example well-screened parcels of land or woodland located within a
country Estate or large farm holding. In these scenarios the means of management is
the Estate office or the farmhouse which might be located some distance from the
application site (Edwardson Associates).

•

There is no justification for excluding the provision of basic services, including running
water, power and drainage. Camping pod developments will require a site license.
One of the stipulations is that schemes are equipped with on-site amenities, such as
a toilet / shower block (Edwardson Associates).

Policy UE2 – Cabins, Chalets, Caravans and Motorhomes
•

Whilst Policy DP16 in the Core Strategy permitted a certain scale of caravan site, the
draft Policy UE2 proscribes all new static caravan sites or the conversion of existing
camping or caravanning sites. The policy does not consider the merits of each
proposal and applies an automatic presumption against these types of development
(Egton Estate).

•

Point 1 is overly restrictive, this does not allow for additional facilities to be built to
cater for the growing needs of tourists i.e. improving washing facilities / lavatories
(Caravan Club Limited).

•

Criterion 1 is overly restrictive and not necessary in relation to certain types of
development covered by the policy, particularly cabins and chalets. These schemes
are generally self-contained and do not need an on-site permanent residential
presence for management purposes They can be managed off-site (Mulgrave Estate,
Edwardson Associates).
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•

The final part of the policy should include provisions for the conversion of static
caravan and camping/caravanning sites to cabin, chalet and lodge accommodation
(Mulgrave Estate).

•

A policy which places a blanket restriction on the creation of any new static caravan
sites within the National Park boundary over the next 15-20 years would prevent
proposals which are otherwise acceptable in relation to their size, scale, location and
context from coming forward, including scenarios where existing sites of a poor
quality may be the subject of proposals for re-development (Edwardson Associates).

Policy UE4 – New Holiday Accommodation Within Residential Curtilages
•

The removal of permitted development rights in a planning condition should only be
used in exceptional circumstances. These types of conditions will rarely pass the test
of necessity (Egton Estate).

•

This restrictive approach has the potential to prevent reasonable proposals from
being approved on the basis of principle alone. There may be properties with larger
domestic curtilages wherein there is space to accommodate the siting of a new and
different style of bed and breakfast / short stay serviced accommodation, such as a
serviced shepherd’s hut or an old boat or vintage vehicle (Edwardson Associates).

Business and Land Management
Strategic Policy K – The Rural Economy
•

The policy as currently drafted, does not allow for support to established major
employment generating developments in the National Park. Sirius considers that
wording of this policy should be amended to recognise the significant economic and
social benefits generated by such developments (Sirius Minerals).

•

Significant concerns about the proposed revisions to this policy as some of the new
elements imply support for developments which could be very harmful to the National
Park. The policy should be amended to make it clear that such development will only
be allowed where it does not have a detrimental impact on the special qualities of the
National Park (Campaign for National Parks).

Policy BL1 – Employment and Training Development
•

Criteria C1 is overly restrictive and not clear, particularly as there are a number of
smaller villages designated as Open Countryside. The policies as written do the
opposite and restrict the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in
the rural area, by applying a large number of restrictive policies. The Policy should
also allow for the appropriate extension of existing buildings to support businesses in
the Open Countryside (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Policy fails to take into account development arising from Whole Estate Plans and in
particular development arising from Spaunton Quarry (Spaunton Estate).

•

This policy should incorporate more flexibility within the open countryside areas to
allow for development associated with minerals exploitation (Sirius Minerals).

•

Policy should seek to diversify and strengthen the local economy beyond agriculture,
forestry, tourism, recreation and mining. It should not impose overly onerous
requirements that could prevent otherwise viable developments, which would have
such positive effects, from taking place (Savills for Mr. Robson).

Appendix 1
•

Suggest that it would carry more weight if the text at 6.11 were contained within the
body of policy BL1. The need to safeguard the function of RAF Fylingdales might be
better served by a separate policy (Defence Infrastructure Organisation).

Policy BL3 – Rural Diversification
•

Policy should also allow for the diversification of other rural businesses, such as the
Mulgrave Estate, which whilst having agricultural and forestry elements to the
business, also have other business elements. Policy BL3 Criteria 1 only allows for the
re-use of buildings that comply with Policies CO12 and CO13. Policies CO12 and
CO13 seek to restrict the types of buildings that can be considered convertible. Policy
CO13 in particular is very restrictive of conversion in the Open Countryside, which
includes buildings in smaller villages designated as Open Countryside by Strategic
Policy B (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Supporting text to Policy BL3 may limit the future rural economy of the NP with the
uncertainty surrounding BREXIT at the current time. It is understood that traditionally,
farm diversification projects were intended to supplement the main farm business.
Paragraph 6.15 should be altered to remove reference to diversification projects
‘supplementing the core business and not supplant it’ (CPRE North Yorkshire).

Policy BL5 – Agricultural Development
•

Policy should not impose unnecessary additional requirements on agricultural
business, many of which are operating on the margins of viability. Also, imposing a
condition requiring the removal of buildings or structures that are no longer needed
for agricultural purposes, does not seem a good use of resources, particularly where
buildings could be put to other productive uses compatible with the Park’s aims
(Mulgrave Estate).

Policy BL7 – Relocation of Agricultural Businesses
•

Policy BL7 should not impose unnecessary requirements on agricultural business,
many of which are operating on the margins of viability, and need to adapt and
change to survive (Mulgrave Estate).

•

The authority should rethink this policy and look to approve relocation of such
businesses where an appropriate location can be found. This will move livestock (and
therefore noise/smells/nuisance) out of villages and free up development space in
villages as well as allowing farmers to create more financially viable infrastructure for
their businesses (Countryside Landowners Association).

Policy BL8 – Retail Development
•

There does not seem to be a Policy in the plan which would seek to retain such
shopfronts in any proposals affecting those buildings (Historic England).

•

Policy BL8 should allow appropriate retail development in smaller villages designated
as Open Countryside by Strategic Policy B (Mulgrave Estate).

Policy BL8 – Retail Development
•

Support this policy but would like to see the reference to minimising the impact on the
landscape at 6.48 included in the policy (Campaign for National Parks, North
Yorkshire Moors Association).
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Communities
Policy CO1 – Supporting New Development
•

Support. However, it is vital that any contributions sought are not overly onerous that
could impact on the viability of a scheme. It is therefore considered that the word
‘viable’ is included within the actual policy text (Savills for various clients).

Policy CO2 – Transport
•

There is currently a policy on accessibility and inclusion (Core Policy M) which
focuses on encouraging more sustainable patterns of travel and there does not seem
to be anything similar in the revised policy. This broader policy should be reinstated
and we would also like to see the inclusion of targets for reducing the number of
visitors who travel by car (Campaign for National Parks, North Yorkshire Moors
Association).

Policy CO3 – Car Parks
•

It may not always be appropriate to provide more parking just because there is a
demand for it as this could lead to increased traffic on unsuitable roads. In some
cases, alternatives such as improved walking and cycling routes from other nearby
areas might offer a better solution. To address this, point 1 should be amended to
state ‘It is the only way to solve existing identified parking problems” (Campaign for
National Parks).

Policy CO4 – Public Rights of Way and Linear Routes
•

The Policy could be improved by recognising in the second paragraph that it may be
unreasonable to refuse permission for a proposal that may impact upon a currently
disused route if there is no real prospect of it ever being brought back into use
(Mulgrave Estate).

Policy CO5 – Community Spaces
•

Why was the Scarborough-Whitby railway line not included in policy CO5 as a
community space? (Staintondale Parish Council)

•

Advise that the plan should include a policy to deliver the recommendations of the
open space assessment including the need for metrics to deliver the necessary open
space. In addition advise that you consider making greater reference to the
importance of access to natural greenspace in both the assessment and the plan
(Natural England).

Strategic Policy M – Housing
•

Policy cannot demonstrate how it can be deliverable over the plan period. NPPF
requires authorities to ensure policies identify a sufficient supply and mix sites. In the
case of windfall, the NPPF requires the Authority to be able to demonstrate with
compelling evidence that windfall sites will provide a reliable source of supply
(Mulgrave Estate).

•

The Local Plan should ensure a supply of housing (to buy and rent; ‘Affordable’ and
some ‘Market’) to meet current and future housing need and to help address the
Park’s population decline, particularly amongst young working people (Mulgrave
Estate).
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•

The Plan suggests that to halt population decline and maintain a steady population
would require a net housing requirement of 29 dwellings per annum (dpa). This
appears at odds with the fact that since 2008 levels of delivery have been running at
37dpa, yet over this period there has been a declining population (Homes Builders
Federation, Barton Willmore for Wharfedale Homes, Mulgrave Estate).

•

The Plan should allocate housing sites to identify where housing supply will come
forward (Edwardson Associates, Mulgrave Estate, Wharfedale Homes).

•

A large proportion of the Park’s housing need is to be provided in one town at the
Park’s periphery, when there is a clear need for people to be housed throughout the
Park (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Housing is set to be delivered as an exception to policy and governed under Policy
CO11, this is an over reliance on a policy which by definition should only be used as
an exception to the usual housing policies. The Estate is able to demonstrate that on
a ‘typical’ development scheme, particularly conversions of former agricultural
buildings for residential development, the reduction in value caused by the restrictive
occupancy conditions and higher costs needed to meet the Plan’s requirements
renders many schemes unviable (Mulgrave Estate).

•

The current approach of only allocating housing land to a single settlement within the
National Park (Helmsley) is not consistent with the NPPF, 2018, which sets out the
Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of housing (Mulgrave
Properties).

•

Strategic Policy M should be amended to include the formal allocation of Middle
Farm, Lythe as an allocated site for a mix of housing, to include market and
affordable housing (Mulgrave Properties).

•

Policy wording should be changed to allow for buildings of architectural or historic
importance to be reused for unrestricted open market housing (Edwardson
Associates).

•

The number allowable on infill sites should be deleted or increased (Savills for various
clients)

•

Removing the latter part of the definition of infill sites would ensure the scale of
development is limited due to the reference to ‘small’ but also provide flexibility where
it would allow more than one or two dwellings to be accommodated. The amended
definition would therefore read ‘a small gap within a continuously built up frontage
within the main built-up area of the settlement’ (Home Builders Federation).

•

Delete ‘small’ in criterion 2 and should include ‘rounding off’, infill sites should be
defined as “a gap within the main built up area” (Savills for Mr Robson & York
Diocesan Board of Finance Limited)).

•

It is not clear what the NYMNPA expect in relation to accommodation for older people
and those needing special facilities, care of support at home. There is no evidence
that 36 homes per year would breach the statutory purpose - the Council has not
claimed this previously. The housing requirement is not evidenced. There is a need to
allocate additional land in Helmsley as the Council cannot rely on windfall sites
(Barton Willmore for Wharfedale Homes).
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•

The 2016 SHMA is out of date and does not align with the period 2016-35. The plan
does not allocate sites and there is nil flexibility to release additional land should
targets not be met. The draft plan does not allocate land and is unclear on how it
relates to the Helmsley Plan which ends in 2027 (Barton Willmore for Wharfedale
Homes, Helmsley Estate).

•

Criterion 1 is meaningless as sites at Helmsley are already under construction. Site
NYMNH3 is counted as providing 99 homes in the land supply statement. 60 extra
care units should be excluded as they are not accessible to the general market. No
information is provided on sites with the benefit of planning permission (Barton
Willmore for Wharfedale Homes).

•

A distinction is being drawn between the main built up area and the built up area. In
the main built up areas conversion or small infill developments only are acceptable.
This precludes the redevelopment of existing buildings but such a form of
development should be acceptable. There appears to be no policy in relation to land
and buildings in the built up area but outside of the main built up area (Garner
Planning).

•

In Swainby there has been a steady decline of services in the village, under planning
policies that have done nothing effective to stem, let alone reverse, that decline. A
more productive policy would have been for Rural Housing Enablers to help identify
where particular pressures are evident and to work with communities to identify and
allocate sites that would be appropriate in satisfying that need. The Strategic Housing
Land Availability exercise has demonstrated the negative attitude of the Local
Authority to the expansion of Swainby (Michael Mealing for the Mason Family).

Policy CO6 – Housing in Helmsley
•

This policy is written to be retrospective and is not applicable as sites are under
development (Barton Willmore for Wharfedale Homes).

Policy CO7 – Housing in Larger Villages
Policy CO8 – Housing in Smaller Villages
(policies summarised together)

•

Disagree with the Policy’s restriction to not allow any open market housing in any of
the Larger Villages, whether new build or conversions. It may be appropriate for the
Policy to include a ‘stepped/cascade’ approach that only allowed open (unrestricted
tenure) market housing where it can be demonstrated with evidence, that schemes
would be unviable if restricted to Principal Residence and/or Affordable Housing only
(Mulgrave Estate).

•

Policy CO7 should be amended to include housing development opportunities for
unrestricted market housing. Conversion and/or change of use of buildings within
‘Larger Villages’ is restricted to principal residence and affordable housing only. This
should be widened (Edwardson Associates).

•

The HBF seek assurances from the Council that the need for dwellings to be either a
principal residence or affordable housing will not be an impediment to the effective
delivery of homes (Home Builders Federation).

•

The Policies include a size threshold. It is recommended that there should be some
form of flexibility built in to this policy. (Home Builders Federation, Garner Planning,
Sneaton Parish Council, Savills for various clients).
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•

Policy is overly restrictive. Evidence in table 9 of the Housing Topic Paper suggests
an acute need for housing of all sizes - the demand for three and four bedrooms
would not be met. Sites are also less likely to be viable/attractive for local builders as
revenues per square foot will be diminished (Barton Willmore for Wharfedale Homes).

•

Subject to a number of criteria conversions and changes of use are allowed within the
main built up areas of settlements but there is no similar provision for such
development in the built up area but not the main built up area. Delete the reference
to 'main' (Garner Planning).

Policy CO9 – Botton Village.
•

Wish to see an occupancy restriction applied (Botton Village Family Group).

•

Policy should explicitly state that tourism uses will not be allowed (Botton Village
Family Group).

•

There is no recognition in policy of circumstances where new housing may be
permitted, unlike other villages. Policy should allow for conversion and change of use
(Camphill Valley Trust).

•

CVT may not be able to comply with overly onerous occupancy conditions – for
example where people commute into work and whom may be required to stay for
short periods or where vacant properties are used to house those people providing
respite care. Restrictions should be applied on a case by case basis (Camphill Valley
Trust).

Policy CO10 – Housing in the Open Countryside.
•

Strongly disagree with the policy’s restriction to only allow housing essential to
supporting agriculture, forestry or other land management activities, particularly as
many smaller villages/hamlets/farm steads are designated as Open Countryside by
Strategic Policy B. Even very small villages need to be able to adapt and grow to
serve the local community. A ‘stepped/cascade’ approach to the policy may be a
better approach, particularly in relation to conversions that only allowed other tenures,
open market (unrestricted Tenure), principal residence, and local needs housing,
where it can be demonstrated with evidence, that schemes would be unviable if
restricted to essential worker housing only (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Object to Criteria 3 of Policy CO10 on the grounds that the residential reuse of rural
buildings that are important in the landscape is limited to ‘Local Needs Housing’ only.
Proposals for the conversion of rural buildings to residential use will be assessed
against both Policies CO10 and CO13. Both policies appear to work in tandem to say
that residential conversions in the open countryside will only be allowed where they of
architectural or historic importance and make a positive contribution to the landscape
and where they are for local needs housing only (Edwardson Associates).

Policy CO11 – Affordable Housing on Rural Exception Sites
•

General support for Policy CO11. However, affordable housing exceptions schemes
in Smaller Villages should be treated the same as scheme in Larger Villages, and
should not be subject to an additional ‘sustainability appraisal’ test (Mulgrave Estate).
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Policy CO12 – Conversion and Change of Use of Buildings Within Settlements
•

The principal residence and affordable housing tests should not apply to buildings of
architectural or historic importance (Edwardson Associates, Egton Estate).

•

Some unrestricted open market housing is appropriate, particularly where
conversions are concerned. In terms of housing conversions in Larger Villages the
Estate would consider a ‘stepped/cascade’ approach Policy that only permitted open
(unrestricted tenure) market housing conversions where it can be demonstrated with
evidence, that schemes would be unviable if restricted to Principal Residence and/or
Affordable Housing only. (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Subject to a number of criteria conversions and changes of use are allowed within the
main built up areas of settlements but there is no similar provision for such
development in the built up area but not the main built up area. Delete the reference
to 'main' (Garner Planning).

•

Delete reference to ‘without substantial rebuilding in criterion 2, add ‘significant’
before ‘harm’ in criterion 3 (Savills for Mr Robson).

•

It would help those using the Plan (and avoid difficulties on any appeal) if the
justification to this Policy gave an indication of what a ‘building of architectural and
historic interest’ is – same comment made for Policy CO15 (Historic England).

Policy CO13 – Conversion and Change of Use of Buildings in the Open
Countryside
•

Policy wording should be changed to allow for buildings of architectural or historic
importance to be reused for unrestricted open market housing. ‘Principal Residence
Housing’ and ‘Local Needs Housing’ tests and criteria should not apply to the
residential reuse of buildings of architectural or historic importance (same comment
made to Strategic Policy M) (Edwardson Associates).

•

Objects to the parts of the policy restricting housing conversions in the Open
Countryside to Local Needs housing only, and only then where it is located within an
existing group of buildings that have a close physical and visual relationship to each
other and include an existing residential unit within the group (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Placing local needs conditions on listed buildings and buildings at risk will make it
more difficult for individuals to secure finance and /or obtain mortgages (Edwardson
Associates).

•

References to architectural and historic importance (replaced with ‘traditional
manner’), conversion without significant rebuilding and alterations should be deleted.
Add ‘significant’ before ‘harm’ at criterion 4. Delete reference to physical and visual at
criterion 5c (Savills for various clients).

•

The policy fails to take into account development arising from Whole Estate Plans
and in particular development arising from Spaunton Quarry (Spaunton Estate).
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Policy CO14 – Local Connection Criteria for Local Needs Housing
•

The policy would depress values to the extent that it would not be viable to develop
certain schemes, particularly conversions in smaller villages/hamlets/farm steadings
in the Open Countryside, particularly traditional buildings which are inherently more
expensive to convert (Mulgrave Estate).

•

Policy seeking to avoid new homes becoming second or holiday homes is incorrect.
This should be done through taxation. Second / holiday homes require maintenance
which can be done by local people (Helmsley Estate).

•

Criteria for Local Needs Housing are currently too wide. People with existing large
homes can sell and then buy a local needs dwelling at a discount, and outbid others
on lower incomes. Applicants should demonstrate need. A cascade approach should
apply – Policy covers the whole of the National Park. (CPRE North Yorkshire).

•

The eligibility criteria should allow for a flexible approach. Exceptions to the local
connections criteria set out may be appropriate in certain circumstances (Home
Builders Federation).

•

Concern that the criteria at point 2 (currently in employment in the National Park)
means that all those people employed directly or indirectly at the Sirius Minerals
Polyhalite Mine would comply with criteria 2 (North Yorkshire Moors Association).

Policy CO15 – Replacement Dwellings
•

Replacement dwellings should be allowed within all settlements and the open
countryside. The dwelling being replaced should not determine the floor area, volume,
scale or curtilage of the new dwelling. A single storey dwelling may be an appropriate
design solution; a larger dwelling may be entirely acceptable in the local context
(Mulgrave Estate).

•

Strategic Policy M, C07 and CO8 only allow for infill and the conversion of buildings
within the main built up areas and are silent on replacement dwellings in settlements.
Replacement dwellings should be allowed within all settlements and the open
countryside. Policy would require the need for temporary accommodation during the
construction process. The new dwellings simply needs to be of an appropriate design
and scale taking into account the landscape context (Garner Planning).

Policy CO18 – Householder Development
•

The NPA should provide greater clarity to developers and local communities as to
what circumstances constitute ‘compelling planning considerations’ to allow an
extension of more than 30% of the original habitable floorspace of a dwelling in Policy
CO18 and paragraph 7.91 of the supporting text. It should also be recognised that in
some cases a 30% extension would not deliver a large extension (CPRE North
Yorkshire).

Appendix 2

Involving People in Planning
Statement of Community Involvement

This statement explains how the Authority’s commitment to involving people, communities and
organisations in its development of planning policies and making of decisions on applications for
planning consent.

December 2018
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1.

Introduction

1.1

As a National Park Authority we are strongly committed to public involvement in all of our
work. We believe that involving residents, businesses and communities is not only right in
itself but also leads to a better planning process and better informed decisions.

1.2

The Statement is not intended to set out rigid procedures or fixed processes but rather to
describe our approach and suggest appropriate ways in which people and communities may
be involved at different stages. We will use it at all times as a guide in preparing planning
policy and considering planning applications.

1.3

This Statement of Community Involvement was updated in 2018 in order to reflect new
legislation brought in by the Neighbourhood Planning Act 2017. It replaces the previous
version published in 2014.This is not a completely new document, but focused changes in
response to the Act. Changes are predominantly within the ‘Neighbourhood Development
Plans’ section (Section4), where the Authority must now specify the support and advice
available to Neighbourhood Planning Groups wishing to make a Neighbourhood
Development Plan. It also fulfils the statutory requirement in Section 10A of the 2012 Local
Plan Regulations (as amended in 2017) that Statements of Community Involvement must
be reviewed every five years. Finally it includes the most recent circumstances under which
decisions on planning applications are delegated to officers.

1.4

The document is split into four parts:

•

General Principles – which sets out the general principles of consultation and
involvement and provides a summary of the different methods of consultation;

•

Planning Policy – which sets out how communities can comment on and influence
planning policy;

•

Neighbourhood Planning – which sets out how the Authority will carry out its duty to
support neighbourhoods producing their own neighbourhood plan;

•

Development Management – which sets out how communities can comment on and
influence planning applications.
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2.

General Principles

2.1

The following principles of consultation will be followed in relation to any planning related
consultation exercise we will:

2.2

•

Meet minimum legal requirements for consultation, exceeding these where practical
and reasonable to do so and resources allow;

•

Ensure that consultations are open to everyone, although more specialist or technical
consultations may be targeted at specific groups;

•

Ensure that consultations are clear and in plain English where possible, whilst
recognising that technical content may be needed in some cases;

•

Allow sufficient time for people to respond to / be involved in consultations;

•

Be clear about what is open for consultation;

•

Make efficient use of the Authority’s and consultees’ time and resources;

•

Use electronic forms of communication wherever possible provided this is appropriate
for the consultee and the nature of the consultation;

•

Keep those who get involved informed of progress.

There are a number of ways in which consultation can be carried out and publicised, a brief
account of some of these is given below:

•

Letters and emails to consultees – these will directly alert likely interested parties to
the consultation being carried out. Whilst contact is currently still made via letter to
some consultees, we are aiming to become more reliant on electronic forms of
communication.

•

The Authority’s website (www.northyorkmoors.org.uk) – can provide full details of a
consultation including electronic versions of the consultation documents and online
response forms. The website contains space for direct links to consultations from the
planning home page to ensure that a wide audience is aware of the consultation.

•

Press releases – if an article appears in the press, on the radio or on a news or
interest website this is likely to reach a relatively large audience, but the content of the
article or broadcast is at the discretion of the media organisation.

•

Moors Messenger – this is the Authority’s own publication which is sent to all
households and businesses in and around the National Park in November and May
each year and enables us to communicate with every resident.

•

Drop-in sessions – these provide an opportunity for interested parties to discuss the
consultation with officers from the Authority and/or others such as applicants. These
may be linked to existing groups / meetings which take place across the Park.

•

Press adverts – these provide limited but specific details of consultations and
potentially reach a wide audience in and around the National Park.
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•

Social media (for example Twitter or Facebook) – These can alert a potentially wide
audience (in interest and location) to a consultation, although can usually only contain
a limited level of detail and will often feature a link to our website where more
information will be held.

3.

Planning Policy

3.1

The Authority produces a collection of documents which are used as the basis for taking
decisions on planning applications. These include Local Plans1 and Supplementary
Planning Documents. Any Local Plans produced by us form the Development Plan and
planning applications must be determined in accordance with the Development Plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Supplementary Planning Documents
add further detail to policies contained within Local Plans and are a material
consideration which can be taken into account in determining planning applications. We
also produce Planning Advice Notes which provide technical advice to accompany Local
Plans and Supplementary Planning Documents.

3.2

Local Plans and Supplementary Planning Documents must be prepared in accordance
with the relevant regulations in force2. These regulations will set out the required
procedures for consultation, but these are often viewed as minimum requirements.

3.3

The table below summarises the possible stages in Local Plan and Supplementary
Planning Document preparation, depending upon the nature of the plan being produced
and the regulations in force at the time. This table provides an idea of how we may
engage with communities and interested parties throughout plan production. Whilst the
Authority sees involvement of others as an ongoing and integral part of the process of
plan preparation, there are specific stages when we will actively seek to engage and
consult with interested parties.
Stage of Plan
production

Possible groups involved

Possible method of
involvement /
consultation

Bodies with technical
knowledge

Discussions

Local Plans
Evidence
gathering

Email / letter
Adjoining planning authorities
Identifying issues
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Residents / businesses

Email / letter

Interest groups

Press release

1

At the time of producing the Statement of Community Involvement the Authority’s Local Plan is the Core
Strategy and Development Policies 2008 which was produced as part of a Local Development Framework
under former legislation and guidance. A new Local Plan is being prepared.
2
The regulations in force at the time of producing the Statement of Community Involvement are the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, as amended.
3
This includes the adjoining District and Borough Councils and North Yorkshire County Council
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Statutory bodies

Website

Parish Councils / Meetings

Social media

Adjoining planning authorities

Moors Messenger
Drop-in sessions

Options

Residents / businesses

Email / letter

Interest groups

Press release

Statutory bodies

Website

Parish Councils / Meetings

Social media

Adjoining planning authorities

Moors Messenger
Drop-in sessions

Draft Plan

Residents / businesses

Email / letter

Interest groups

Press release

Statutory bodies

Website

Parish Councils / Meetings

Social media

Adjoining planning authorities

Moors Messenger
Drop-in sessions

Publication4

Residents / businesses

Email / letter

Interest groups

Press release

Statutory bodies

Website

Parish Councils / Meetings

Social media

Adjoining planning authorities

Moors Messenger

Supplementary Planning Documents
Evidence
gathering

Bodies with technical
knowledge

Discussions
Email / letter

4

This stage is required under the current regulations and requires the Authority to consult on whether the
Plan is ‘sound.’
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Identifying issues

Residents / businesses

Email / letter

Interest groups

Press release

Statutory bodies

Website

Parish Councils / Meetings

Social media

Adjoining planning authorities

Moors Messenger
Drop-in sessions

Draft
Supplementary
Planning
Document

Residents / businesses

Email / letter

Interest groups

Press release

Statutory bodies

Website

Parish Councils / Meetings

Social media

Adjoining planning authorities

Moors Messenger
Drop-in sessions

3.4

Planning policy consultations will normally be held for a minimum period of six weeks.
Opportunities to submit comments online or electronically will be made available
wherever possible.

3.5

The Authority does not currently consult on the content of its Planning Advice Notes
which cover topics of a technical and factual nature.

3.6

Planning policy documents can be lengthy and technical (particularly the required
supporting documents such as Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulations
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Assessment) and the Authority may produce a summary where this does not detract
from the messages in the full document.
3.7

Whilst we aim to carry out planning policy consultations electronically through making
documents available on the website and communicating via email, paper copies or
copies in other formats, such as large print or Braille, can be made available on request.

3.8

Following consultation, once we have had an opportunity to consider all of the responses
received, a summary of the responses and an indication of how they have been
addressed will normally be made available (except where the volume of responses
received renders this task unfeasible in which case a summary of the types of comments
made will be produced). This may be published alongside subsequent stages of
consultation5. Comments made verbally at drop-in sessions will be summarised and
reported to the Authority but participants will be encouraged to submit a written response
to ensure that we are able to accurately record all comments. Whilst all comments
received will be taken into account, it should be noted that we cannot always act
favourably upon each one as, in addition to varying views often being put forward, wider
considerations must also be taken into account such as national policy and legislation.
Those who responded to a consultation and Parish Councils / Parish Meetings will be
notified of the adoption of new planning policy documents. There may be a small charge
for receiving paper copies of documents.

3.9

To be contacted by letter or email your details will need to be held on the Policy Team’s
consultation database. These details are not used for any purposes other than planning
policy consultations6 and are not shared either within or beyond the National Park
Authority without your prior agreement. If you would like to be kept in touch about the
new Local Plan please complete the Mailing List Form, email us at
policy@northyorkmoors.org.uk or telephone 01439 772700.

3.10 If you would like to find out about documents that are currently being produced and any
current consultations please see the planning policy pages on the Authority’s website at
www.northyorkmoors.org.uk.

5

This is with the exception of any comments made at Publication stage which will be considered through the
process of Examination by a Planning Inspector
6
Including consultations on the National Park Management Plan
8
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4.

Neighbourhood Planning7

4.1

Neighbourhood Development Plans (NPDs) are prepared by local communities for their own
Parishes or areas with the support and advice from the Local Planning Authority. NDPs are
produced by a Neighbourhood Planning Group. This could be formed by a Town or Parish
Council, or where there is no recognised council, a Neighbourhood Forum. Local Planning
Authorities are required to support qualifying bodies in the production of their plans, and are
ultimately responsible for formally incorporating the eventual plan into their statutory
planning framework.

4.2

A Planning Advice Note has been prepared by the Authority which explains the process in
more detail.

4.3

The North York Moors National Park Authority will act as the lead LPA for Neighbourhood
Plan Areas wholly within the North York Moors National Park boundary. Where a
Neighbourhood Plan Area falls partly within the National Park and partly within a
neighbouring District or Borough Council, the LPA with the main centre or majority of
population within its boundary will act as lead.

4.4

The role of the Authority is to offer advice and assistance and to take the draft plan through
a consultation and examination stage and on to final adoption. In addition any draft plan or
order will need to be subject to a public referendum. As the National Park Authority is not an
Election Authority (i.e. it does not hold elections or referenda) responsibility for any
referendum will rest with the relevant district or borough council.

4.5

The following table explains the roles and responsibilities of the qualifying body and the
Elections Authority and the National Park Authority and sets out where the National Park
Authority will offer support and advice.
Stage
Designation of a
Neighbourhood Plan
Area

The National Park Authority will…

• Explain the Neighbourhood Plan process
• Check that the designation of area application is valid and complete
• Publicise designation of area application
• Designate the area as a Neighbourhood Area where it meets the
relevant conditions

Draft Plan Preparation

• Foster an open and collaborative approach to the development of the
NDP. The Neighbourhood Planning Group will carry out consultation
for a minimum of 6 weeks on the early stages of the NDP. A
Consultation Statement must then be submitted to the North York
Moors National Park Authority along with the draft NDP indicating
what consultation has been carried out and how it has informed the

7

This advice and assistance also applies to Neighbourhood Development Orders and Community Right to
Build Orders.
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preparation of the draft NDP.
● Offer advice and support, for example on meeting basic
conditions, consideration of the need for environmental
assessments, suitability of supporting evidence and consultation
statement, compatibility with national planning guidance and
Local Plan policies.
● Share existing information and evidence base work held by the
Local Planning Authority, as appropriate and subject to any data
protection or confidentiality issues.
● Provide an indicative housing provision figure if requested by the
qualifying body
● Provide constructive comments on the emerging plan and other
supporting documents (e.g. Basic Condition Statement) prior to
formal submission.

Submission to Local
Planning Authority

● Validate, check and publicise the submission for a minimum
of 6 weeks. As a minimum, the documents will be published
on website and comments invited from prescribed statutory
bodies and those who have previously indicated an interest.

Examination

● Appoint the examiner and publish all required documents
● Make arrangements for any hearing, publicity, notification and
make documents available on website as directed by the
examiner
● Undertake modifications to the NDP as recommended by
the examiner
● Publish a decision statement on t h e A u t h o r i t y’ s
website

Referendum

● Inform the electoral authority (EA) as soon as possible of the
likely timescale for referendum.
● Work with the EA to ensure that the timings and
resourcing of referendum are reasonable, clearly
understood and agreed in advance.
● Meet the reasonable costs of the referendum.

‘Made’

● Publish the decision statement on website, advising that
the document is now ‘made’ and forms part of the local
plan.
● Send a copy of the decision statement to the
Neighbourhood Planning Group and advise any person
who asked to be notified that the NDP has been made.
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5.

Development Management
Pre Application Discussions

5.1

We encourage pre-application discussions8 with
planning officers, even for minor schemes, in order to
assess whether the principle of development is
acceptable and to identify any potential issues that
can be resolved prior to the submission of an
application. Applicants are also encouraged to discuss
their proposals with neighbours or others likely to be
affected. For certain schemes which are likely to be
contentious or have wider community impacts, the
applicant will be encouraged to undertake more formal
pre-application consultation with the local community
and other relevant organisations. Such community
consultation is expected for major development
proposals (10 or more dwellings or on a site of 0.5
hectares or more, or other developments with a floor
space of 1,000m2 or on a site of 1 hectare or more) or
a significant proposal that departs from adopted
policy. Under powers introduced by the 2011 Localism
Act, community consultation is now a legal requirement in relation to proposals for two or
more wind turbines or where the hub height exceeds 15 metres and similar requirements
could be introduced for other forms of development in the future.

5.2

Where such consultation takes place it should be based on the following methods:

5.3

•

Contact with the Parish Council(s) / Parish Meeting(s);

•

Public meeting/display/exhibition;

•

Distribution of leaflets to residents;

•

Local press coverage;

•

Use of Social Media.

However, we suggest that discussions with the Authority take place prior to carrying out any
consultation in order to ensure the most appropriate methods are undertaken.
Application Stage

5.4

If pre-application community consultations have been undertaken, details of the methods of
consultation that were entered into and how the results of this have informed the proposal
should be included with the planning application.

5.5

Once a planning application has been received, we will display a site notice on or near the
application site and will advise immediate neighbours with a mutual boundary or those
considered likely to be affected by letter. A separate consultation letter will be sent to the

8

Please note there is a charge for pre-application advice and the procedure and associated cost is available
on the planning pages of our website.
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relevant Town or Parish Council or Parish Meeting9, statutory
consultees and other organisations in the community, such
as amenity bodies. In some cases, particularly major
developments, or development affecting a Conservation
Area, Listed Building or Public Right of Way, there are extra
publicity requirements, including a requirement for the
Authority to advertise the proposal in a local paper.
5.6

The press/site notice and all consultations allow 21 days for
comments to be made to the Authority and a longer time
period will be given on request wherever possible10. Officers
are available to answer queries on submitted schemes and
can be contacted by phone, email, or in person (by
appointment), at the Helmsley office. Officers are also
available to meet members of a Town or Parish Council/Meeting to help local people
formulate their comments on development proposals. In order to determine applications in an
efficient and timely manner, on occasions applications are determined by Planning
Committee prior to the end of the statutory consultation period. Where comments are
subsequently received which raise new issues the application would be reconsidered by
Planning Committee.

5.7

All planning application forms and plans can be viewed at the Authority’s offices in Helmsley
and on our website, using the following link:
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/ApplicationSearch.aspx

5.8

Some Parish Councils also make plans available for inspection locally.

5.9

Comments can be made by letter, e-mail or through the web site, and any comments made
which constitute a material planning consideration are taken into account.

5.10

Where the planning case officer considers significant changes are proposed to applications
that have not yet been determined, those people who commented on the matter in respect of
the original application will be re-consulted. Amended plans are available for inspection at
the Authority’s offices in Helmsley and on the Authority’s website.
Decision making

5.11

Where an application is to be determined by the Planning Committee, the applicant/agent,
one objector, one supporter and the Town or Parish Council/Meeting, can speak at the
meeting for 3 minutes in support of their views to supplement and reinforce information
contained in the planning application. For major applications it may be necessary to be
flexible with regards to the amount of time allowed for speaking. Anyone who has
commented on an application will be informed in writing of the date and time of the meeting
and an information leaflet is available explaining the public speaking procedures. Planning
Committee meetings can be observed by any member of the public. The Planning
Committee is guided by the policies of the adopted Local Plan11 when reaching decisions on
planning applications but will also have regard to responses made in relation to the

9

Communication with Parish Councils and Parish Meetings is to be in electronic format in the future; reflecting
the level of resources the Authority has for such consultations.
10
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010 establishes
the consultation period as 21 days. The Authority usually agrees to accept comments which would be
submitted after this time.
11
At the time of producing the Statement of Community Involvement the Authority’s Local Plan is the Core
Strategy and Development Policies 2008 which was produced as part of a Local Development Framework
under former legislation and guidance.
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application12 together with the officer presentation. Certain applications are determined by
the Director of Planning under the agreed scheme of delegation, which applies to both
approvals and refusals. At the time of writing these applications are those:
1) Where more than three non-confidential written representations, which are based on
planning grounds and which are contrary to the proposed decision (which in the case of an
approval cannot be addressed by the imposition of conditions), have been received from
separate and independent households/organisations (excluding the applicant or applicant’s
agent) before the close of the relevant consultation period.
2) A written representation, based on planning grounds, is received from a statutory consultee,
a parish/town council or parish meeting which is contrary to the proposed decision and which
cannot be addressed by the imposition of conditions.
3) There are material circumstances which in the opinion of the National Park Officer or Director
of Planning and in the best interests of the National Park, warrant referral to Committee.
After the Decision
5.12

All decisions are posted on our website within 24 hours of the decision being made. Copies
of decision notices are also available for inspection at the Authority’s offices in Helmsley. In
cases where the decision taken by the Authority is contrary to the views of the Parish/Town
Council/Meeting a letter will be sent explaining the reasons for this and the basis of the
decision.

5.13

Concerns about approved developments not being implemented in accordance with
approved plans or conditions can be raised with officers in the Enforcement and Monitoring
Team.

5.14

If a decision is taken to appeal anyone who commented on the original application will be
notified and advised of the appeal process. With the exception of householder applications13
there is an opportunity for anyone who made comments on the original application to make
further comments to the Planning Inspectorate.

12

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) states ‘If regard is to be had to the
development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.’
13
A householder application relates to development which is ancillary to the dwelling and is within the curtilage
of the dwelling.
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If you would like further information, please contact us:
Planning Policy – policy@northyorkmoors.org.uk
Development Management – planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk

01439 772700
northyorkmoorsnationalpark
@northyorkmoors

The text of this document can be made in large print. Please contact the
Planning Policy team using the contact information above.

North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage, Bondgate, Helmsley, York YO62 5BP
www.northyorkmoors.org.uk
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