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Adoption of ‘Local List’ of Validation Requirements for Planning Applications 

 
1. Purpose of the Report 
 
1.1 To seek Members’ agreement to revise the Authority’s ‘local validation list’ 

requirements, which applicants have to submit, if relevant, with their planning 
applications to render them as valid, and then permit their applications to be formally 
processed to a decision. 

 

 
2. Background  
 
2.1 At the March 2014 Planning Committee Members agreed to adopt a short list of ‘local’ 

validation requirements which applicants would need to submit with their planning 
applications where relevant so as to ensure a higher standard of information was 
available to allow proper consideration of development proposals. At that time 
Members were appraised that there was a lengthy North Yorkshire model for local 
validation criteria being created for use by all the North Yorkshire Borough and District 
Councils. It envisaged a relatively lengthy list running to four sections with validation 
criteria including ‘daylight and sunlight assessments’ for use typically with two storey 
housing extensions and ‘land contamination assessments’ typically used for 
developments on farm steadings. In recognition of the differing planning application 
profile of the National Park to District Councils, this Authority and the Yorkshire Dales 
NP adopted a ‘less bureaucratic but more relevant and focused  approach. The current 
‘local list’ includes 6 requirements:  

 

 agricultural dwelling assessments for new farm dwellings 

 structural surveys for conversions of traditional buildings to new uses 

 bat scoping surveys for conversion projects and other bat high risk proposals 
such as bridge works and wind turbines close to woodland and linear features 

 flood risk assessments within flood zones 2 & 3 

 heritage statements  

 affordable housing/local needs housing assessments. 
 
2.2  This procedure is reviewed every two years and is preceded by a round of targeted 

public consultation to inform the review. That consultation seeks views on both the 
value of retention of the existing criteria and on potential new criteria.. To minimise 
staffing resources implications the consultations are carried out by electronic public 
consultation (Survey Monkey). Following on from previous reviews, officers having 
agreed to the issue of explanatory associated guidance with the survey to respondents 
and to accompany the eventually agreed vetting criteria so respondents/applicants 
would be aware of what scope/level of information they needed to submit and to ensure 
proportionality of the surveys.  

 
2.3 At the February 2016 Planning Committee Members agreed the basis for the 

consultation would be for the retention of all the existing criteria with three criteria being 
extended.  

 
 



 

 These were ; firstly the bat scoping survey be extended to include Barn Owls and Great 
Crested Newts and secondly the heritage statements to include archaeological sites on 
the  Historic Environment Record (HER) and thirdly, for Housing economic viability 
statements to use the Homes and Community Agency (HCA) development appraisal 
tool (DAT) to standardise a methodology. 

 
2.4 In terms of key Government guidance, this dates from  March 2010, the Department for 

Communities and Local Government (DCLG) issued ‘Guidance on information and 
validation’ which essentially set out how to go about reviewing local vetting lists. 

 
2.5  The guidance indicated that any ‘local list’ published before the 6 April 2010 should be 

reviewed. A recommended review process was set out comprising four stages. Firstly, 
existing lists should be reviewed to identify the drivers for each item and to review 
national, regional and local planning policy frameworks to ensure there are no 
omissions. List revisions must have 

 
 regard to the tests in ‘Development Management Policy Annex’. The tests are; 

necessity, precision, proportionality, fitness for purpose and assistance.  
 
2.6 Secondly, to summarise  the work in stage one and report it to the Authority’s relevant 

committee  to make a decision whether to make any changes, if no changes are to be 
made to publish an announcement to this effect on its website.  

 
2.7  Thirdly, if changes are to be made, to consult with the local community including 

applicants and agents giving at least eight weeks to comment. 
 
2.8  Fourthly, for the consultation responses to be taken into consideration when the LPA 

finalise their revised list and to publish on its website with a clear link from the Planning 
home page giving a clear indication of the date of adoption. Consideration should also 
be given to revising any relevant guidance notes to applicants to reflect the changes.  

 
3. Consultation 
 
3.1 Officers have carried out an electronic consultation survey with all statutory consultees, 

Parish Councils and the principle planning agents operating in the National Park. Some 
237 email invitations to take part were sent out and the Authority’s website included a 
banner headline and invitation to any interested parties to undertake the survey.  38 
responses were received. This compares to the 2014 survey with 258 sent out and 60 
responses received and in the 2012 survey when 150 invitations were sent out and 19 
replies were received. 

 
3.2 In addition to seeking comments on the merit of retaining or omitting each of the seven 

existing local vetting criteria (the scope of three which were to be extended) , an 
additional question was included asking whether there were any other general 
comments they wish to make or whether there were other local criteria such as: Public 
Rights of Way information, Tree surveys, non-mains drainage proforma and ‘Coal 
Reports’ that should be required and reasoning.  

 
3.3  As a result of previous consultations and reviews; non mains drainage criterion was 

omitted in 2012 although Heritage and Affordable/Local Occupancy statements were 
both added. Tree surveys were omitted in 2014 and a decision taken not to include a 
new PROW criteria. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

4.  Main Issues 
 
4.1 To recap, the purpose of the review was to provide a check on the usefulness of the 

Authority’s local vetting requirements, which are aimed at providing good information at 
the consultation stage for the proper consideration of an application by the Parish 
Councils/public/consultees, against the benefits of removing a burden on applicants 
which could result in more applications being viable to submit without an agent or 
consultant being involved. The following paragraphs set out the consultation responses. 
 

4.2 Agricultural/Forestry/Rural workers dwelling assessments. Background. The 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sections 6 & 11 advise that one of the 
Government’s objectives for rural areas is the continued protection of the countryside 
for the benefit of all, with the highest level of protection for our most valued National 
Park landscapes. One of the few exceptions to the normal approach of restraint for new 
housing in the open countryside is where it is essential to enable agricultural/forestry 
and certain other essential  rural workers to live at their place of work. The Authority 
has locally adopted the former Annex A of PPS7 as a Planning Advice Note, which runs 
to five pages and sets out the various considerations including the need to consider 
both functional and financial tests. Without a robust appraisal that sets out relevant 
information relating to: existing dwellings, existing buildings, stocking levels, land 
holdings, nature of farm operation, staffing arrangements, farm accounts etc , it would 
be difficult to comment on any such application. It has been the ‘norm’ to submit such 
appraisals for many years for such applications.  

 
4.3 There were 6 consultation responses which suggested this criterion be dropped, the 

reasons being: many are often later leased off anyway to non-agricultural workers and 
could simply impose the condition and then rely on enforcement to police the restriction. 
There were 26 responses in favour; the reasons cited being that it is essential to know 
how the proposal relates to the business it would serve and how it relates to the site, 
furthermore, draws attention to historical abuse of this concession to the agricultural 
industry, feel there should be more flexibility if it is a conversion rather than new build. 
 

4.4 Officer’s Assessment. Given the outcome of any such application could involve the 
exceptional granting of planning permission for housing in the open countryside, it is 
considered that any permission should not be granted without such information having 
been available at the outset rather than just prior to the planning committee. It is 
considered that there remains a sound and continuing wider public interest to require 
the information upfront, without causing undue burden on an applicant, and as such the 
case for retaining this local vetting criterion is considered overwhelming.  

 
4.5 Traditional building conversions - Submission of a structural survey. Background. 

The NPPF sections 3 & 6 explains that whilst new dwellings in the countryside should 
be strictly controlled, the conversion of existing buildings and need to preserve 
buildings of historic or architectural merit which contribute to local character, can meet 
sustainable development objectives. Core Policy G and Development Policy 8 of the 
North York Moors Local Development Framework (NYM LDF)  also encourages the re-
use of buildings which make a positive contribution to the landscape and character of 
the National Park. National Planning policy has been relaxed in areas outside National 
Parks to create more flexibility for rural housing conversions. A proposal for a holiday 
cottage, local needs occupancy letting dwelling or residential annex may be acceptable 
where there is a good quality existing building but a new build would often not be 
acceptable, this stance stems from the sustainability benefits of reusing an existing 
good quality building and maintaining the built fabric of the Park. As the acceptability of 
such proposals is premised on the ability of the existing building to be converted without 
significant rebuilding, a structural survey is valuable to be able to properly consider this 
aspect which underlies any such proposal.  

 



 

4.6 There were 16 consultation responses which suggested this criterion be dropped, the 
reasons cited included that ; its adds to the cost of applying, most builders and planning 
officers can recognise the cases when these are needed rather than being an 
automatic requirement. There were 17 consultation responses in favour, the reasons 
cited included; that surveys would clarify how much rebuilding is needed, defects are 
not always readily seen and they can also identify what additional stabilisation works 
may be necessary. 

 
4.7 Officers accept this requirement imposes a burden on applicants (a structural survey 

typically costs £500 - £1000 depending on building size and situation) however the 
survey should flag up any potentially significant defects with the building which could 
help the applicant with viability assessments and demonstrate whether a building is 
beyond economic conversion to avoid further abortive work. The associated costs in 
the event of a building collapse or significant rebuilding over that strictly necessary and 
potential enforcement issues (of which the Authority has seen several in the last 10 
years) would significantly exceed the costs of the initial survey and officers consider the 
benefits are considered to outweigh the burden and the case for its retention is 
considered to be sound as it is fundamental to the objectives of conversion policies, 
despite a general move towards more flexibility for the conversion of rural buildings 
contained in national planning guidance. 

 
4.8 Bat, Great Crested Newt and Barn Owl Scoping Surveys. Background. The NPPF 

section 11 states, amongst other things, that planning policies and decisions should aim 
to maintain and enhance biodiversity and recognise the wider benefits of ecosystem 
services. Furthermore appropriate weight should be given in decision making to the 
interests of protected species. If significant harm cannot be prevented, adequately 
mitigated or compensated then permission should be refused. There is case-law to 
confirm that such issues cannot be simply dealt with as a post decision matter as 
circumstances could exist e.g. a major roosting site for bats which warrant the refusal of 
planning permission on this issue alone. Core Policy C of the NYM LDF seeks to 
ensure all developments provide an appropriate level of protection to legally protected 
species. 
 

 It has been the Authority’s experience in the last ten years that by far the mostprevalent 
protected species to be affected by developments in this area are bats. At the 18 February 
planning meeting officers explained that NYM Conservation colleagues dealing with planning 
application consultations considered that the  risks to Barn Owls and Great Crested Newts 
from development projects in the Park were not always fully appreciated and that the scoping 
survey approach should be extended to include them, subject to proportionate triggers for a 
survey. In order to balance the protection of key protected species bats with avoiding 
disproportionate burdens on developers the Authority pioneered the scoping report approach 
with Natural England. This approach means that the highest risk types of developments which 
could be expected to affect bats require a bat scoping report (not a full emergence survey 
undertaken at the appropriate time of year) to assess whether there is a significant bat issue 
and suggest appropriate mitigation measures where appropriate. A review of this requirement 
was last undertaken by the Authority’s ecologist on all bat scoping surveys submitted between 
2005 – 2008 and just under 50% of the reports found bat presence and recommended 
appropriate mitigation measures. In terms of Great Crested Newt this is likely to be where 
construction takes place outside a developed area/curtilage and where they are within 500m of 
a pond shown on the constraints map. The need for Barn Owl Scoping reports would be 
triggered by similar though more restricted criteria to that which applies to bats and in the 
context of overall application numbers would represent a small proportion.  
 
 
 
 



 

4.9 There were 8 consultation responses which suggested this criterion be dropped, the 
reasons cited were that; they are unnecessary at such an early stage, they should be a 
post decision matter making it easier to justify the expense, should be done on a 
discretionary case by case basis so as not to cause extra delay and expense. There 
were 28 responses in favour of retaining the criterion, the reasons cited include that ; 
these are protected species and a scoping survey is a pragmatic approach to the issue;  
swallows are at similar risk and should be included in the list of key species.  
 

4.10 It is the Authority’s ecologist’s professional view that this vetting criteria has significantly 
contributed to the proper dealing with bat issues on development sites within the Park 
and will go a long way towards affording proportionate protection for barn owls and 
great crested newts. The average cost of such a scoping survey in the past was approx 
£400 (compared to £1500 for a full emergence survey) and whilst this is a burden on 
applicants, it can protect applicants against any infringement of other legislation such 
as the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 which makes it an offence to harm protected 
species in development work. It is also likely that the qualified people carrying out  bat 
surveys would also be able to do Barn Owl and Great Crested Newt scoping surveys. 
Indeed several bat scoping reports already include assessments for other protected 
species. As such it is officer’s view that the case for inclusion outweighs the burden and 
the Authority’s ‘proportionate approach’ is a reasonable way to address this matter and 
this expanded criterion should therefore be retained. 

 
4.11 Flood Risk Assessments. Background. Within the NPPF, section 10 provides flooding 

advice. It states that all forms of flooding and their impacts on the built and natural 
environment are material planning considerations and planning decisions should 
facilitate and promote sustainable patterns of development. Flooding cannot be wholly 
prevented but its impacts can be avoided or reduced through good planning decisions. 
It goes on to state that planning applications on non-allocated sites should be 
supported by site-specific flood risk assessments (FRA’s) as appropriate and ensure all 
new developments in flood risk areas include appropriate flood resilient and resistant 
measures. There are many parts of the National Park which fall within flood zones 3 & 
2 (100 & 1000 year probability) and which suffer historic rainfall (pluvial) flooding issues 
where it is appropriate and more cost effective to have flooding issues considered at 
the outset of development rather than expensive retro- fitting.  

 
4.12 There were 4 consultation responses which suggested this criterion be dropped, the 

reasons cited were that; building in flooding areas should simply be banned , they 
should only be required for new houses or vulnerable uses not changes to existing 
buildings/uses. There were 31 responses in favour of retaining the criterion, the 
reasons cited include that it does not prevent development but could well save 
problems downstream and will help deal with the increasing risk from pluvial flooding 
and general common sense. 

 
4.13 Often simple issues such as the finished floor levels and first floor origination of utility 

servicing such as electricity can be provided at little or nil cost provided these are dealt 
with at the design stage. The National Park, including Hawnby and Helmsley, suffered 
relatively significant flash flooding issues during 2005. As such, the case for continuing 
to require Flood Risk Assessments where appropriate is considered sound in the 
interests of mitigating the impacts of flooding and climate change for new developments 
in the Park. 

 
4.14 Heritage Statements. Background. At sections 126 - 141 of the NPPF, the guidance 

strongly advises that applicants submitting applications relating to designated and 
undesignated heritage assets should include a ‘proportionate’ Heritage Statement at 
the vetting stage so as to provide sufficient detail to understand the potential impact of 
the proposal on the significance of the asset.  



 

At the 18 February Planning Committee, members were advised that there were 
increasing risks to archaeological resources and it was NYM Conservation colleague’s 
judgement that the risk could be better mitigated if this criterion was extended to include 
sites recorded on the Historic Environment Record (HER) and this was included in the 
consultation.  

 
4.15 There were 10 consultation responses which suggested this criterion be dropped, the 

reasons cited were that; it is not targeted enough, duplicates the design and access 
statement and that they are superficial when only dealing with minor extensions, should 
not be required for undesignated assets, could be discretional so planning officer 
requires where case justifies it. 

 
4.16 There were 25 responses in favour of retaining the criterion, the reasons cited include 

that: these are fundamental as they require the applicant to understand the significance 
of the asset, should be proportional though. 

 
4.17 Work was prioritised in the Conservation Section in 2010 to upgrade the Historic 

Environment Record (HER) so it is more straightforward for the public/agents to use for 
scrutiny and by the Historic Building officers to provide succinct guidance on how to 
assist applicants to produce appropriate Heritage Statements. This is done via a visit to 
the Helmsley offices or email enquiry; it is not currently available online although this is 
under development. In view of the clear and unambiguous guidance from Government 
that such statements should be submitted at the vetting stage, officers consider, in light 
of the large numbers of heritage assets in the Park,  the case is overwhelming for 
including an extended scope ‘Heritage Statement’ to include HER sites in any revised 
local list. 

 
4.18 Affordable or Local Occupancy Housing Statement. Background. Sections 47 – 55 

of the NPPF sets out, amongst other things, the Government’s commitment to 
delivering a wide choice of high quality homes including provision of affordable housing 
to those people unable to access open market housing in rural areas. It also advocates 
the use of ‘rural exception policies’ to permit sites to be brought forward which would 
not normally be used for housing in order to meet countryside restraint objectives and 
providing ‘quotas’ of affordable housing in market housing schemes to facilitate the 
quota provision . Core Policies K of the NYM LDF permits schemes for 100% affordable 
housing on exception sites and Core Policy J permits mixed schemes of open market 
and affordable housing (quota sites) on larger sites in the larger settlements. It also 
permits single unit new build infill dwellings or multiple unit conversions in the medium 
and smaller size settlements for ‘local occupancy’. A key difference between the former 
NYM Local Plan and the current NYM LDF is that there must be a demonstrated need 
for the units sought rather than providing the units on a speculative basis. Members 
may recall that in April 2010 the Authority adopted a ‘Housing Supplementary Planning 
Document’ following public consultation.  

 
4.19 That document signalled the Authority’s intention to look at requiring the submission of 

affordable housing statements at the application vetting stage to allow such proposals 
to be fully considered by local communities during the consultation stage. 

 
4.20 There were 23 consultation responses which suggested this criterion be dropped, the 

reasons cited were that; the whole policy is flawed as prospective occupiers of shared 
ownership dwellings cannot get mortgages, should only apply to larger schemes e.g. 4 
or more houses, quota policies are simply an unacceptable tax on development. There 
were 27 responses in favour of retaining the criterion, the reasons cited include; needed 
as part of the whole process of keeping younger people in our communities, would be 
pointless to approve a scheme without proof of need, could be a lighter touch, whole 
issue needs to be looked at in the round as such policies can provide houses where 
there is no employment. 



 

4.21  In light of the founding basis of Core Policies J & K being the demonstration of need for 
both affordable and local occupancy and the ability to retain in perpetuity for affordable 
housing schemes, officers consider that establishing housing need information is crucial 
to such applications. As such officers consider the case for requiring, where relevant, 
an affordable housing statement or local occupancy statement or financial viability 
assessment (where an applicant wishes to offer an affordable percentage level to 
reflect the viable provision that can be supplied on quota sites) would improve the 
application process in the public interest. Whilst this requirement would represent a 
burden on developers, it is a requirement that would have to be provided during the 
application processing stage anyway to secure an approval and the benefits of 
submitting at the outset would significantly inform statutory public consultation. Officers 
recent experience is that affordable housing viability information can be presented in 
many ways and this can make analysis more difficult than it should be. In order to cut 
through this additional difficulty the  Homes & Communities Agency (HCA) have 
pioneered a ‘DAT’ financial model which has been accepted on appeal by the Planning 
Inspectorate as being suitably effective and transparent. It is Officers view that 
affordable housing viability information should be submitted in the HCA DAT type 
format for ease of understanding and transparency of analysis. 

 
4.22 General Comments. The Coal Authority notes that there are over 2000 recorded mine 

entries in the Park covering 1.22% of the Park area and as such Coal mining Risk 
Assessments should be a requirement in the high risk areas. One respondent  stated 
(incorrectly) that as Fracking had been allowed in both the Park and Ryedale, a 
Geological survey should be a requirement to ensure sub-strata are not affected by 
gaseous or contaminated water pollution. Another felt that non-mains drainage and tree 
reports should be re-introduced to enhance information quality of applications. The 
issue of including Public Rights of Way information within all applications was justified 
to protect users of PROW. Two felt the current list was altogether too lengthy and that 
these reports added to the cost of getting a planning consent and were holding back 
development.  
 

4.23 Officers do not consider that sufficient justification has been demonstrated to justify 
adding the coal/geology/PROW/non mains drainage/tree survey criteria be added to the 
‘local validation list’. The number of likely applications would be relatively small and can 
be picked up with the normal ‘planning officer’ request for additional information needed 
to make a sound planning decision. As for the concerns about the existing number of 
criteria, officers have taken care to strike an appropriate balance between requiring key 
information upfront against using a discretionary approach to secure other relevant 
information during the processing stage.  
 

4.24 A general point has been made about need for guidance to run alongside the 
requirements, for proportionality so that reports recognise the simplicity or complex 
nature of what is being applied for and for a degree of flexibility in applying. These 
comments are welcomed and indeed there have been several cases in the last year in 
relation to bats, structural surveys and tree surveys where the applicants have 
explained why they feel their particular building did not warrant such a report e.g. 
conifer trees or unsuitable construction to accommodate bats and reports have been 
waived following liaison with the relevant specialist. This will continue and enhanced 
guidance will be drafted to ensure applicants know what is expected of them in the 
most common situations and what the exceptions could be. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

5. Financial and Staffing Implications 
 
5.1 Should a revised local list be adopted, there are modest on-going training implications 

for Development Management officers and administration staff in order that they can 
make the various judgements as to which applications trigger which type of additional 
assessments/surveys. The Authority’s website will also require updating. The costs can 
be met from the existing DM operational budget. 

 
6. Sustainability Appraisal 
 
6.1 A Sustainability Assessment is not required because the report is an Administrative 

Issues report. 
 
7. Legal Implications 
 
7.1 Members will be aware that once a revised local list is adopted by the Authority, a 

relevant planning application made without the requisite additional information set out in 
the list will be placed ‘on hold’ and will not be processed until the requisite information 
has been received or will be treated as ‘disposed of ‘if no information has been 
received within 6 months of the request of the information. 

 
7.2 Good practise indicates that lists are reviewed not later than every two years, the next 

review would be scheduled for 2018. 
 
8.  Contribution to National Park Management Plan 
 
8.1 Community Policy C1 seeks that local views are sought when developing policies and 

priorities. Local views have been sought and incorporated as far as is reasonably 
possibly given the Planning law and practise constraints on the Development 
management service. 

 

9. Recommendation 
 
9.1 Members agree to adopt the revised ‘local vetting criteria’ set out in section four above 

which essentially retains the rural workers housing statement, structural survey for 
conversions, flood risk assessments, affordable /local occupancy housing statements 
together with expanding the bat criteria to a bat/great crested newt/barn owl scoping 
survey and expanding the Heritage statement to also include archaeological HER 
sites, all as mandatory local validation requirements. 

 

 
Contact Officer: 
Mark Hill 
Head of Development Management 
01439 772700 
 
Background documents to this report File Ref. or Date 
 
1. Guidance on information requirements and validation Mar 2010 
2. National Planning Policy Framework. March 2012 
3.  NYM Housing Supplementary Planning Document April 2010 
4. Surveymonkey record of NYM Local Vetting Criteria Survey             2016 
5.     North York Moors Management Plan            June 20102 


