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HUSTHWAITE PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN RESPONSE REPORT

1. INTRODUCTION

This document records the response to the Regulation 14 consultation on the draft Husthwaite Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan, which was held over a six-week period ending on 23 January 2026. All comments received during the
consultation have been considered by the Steering Group through a series of meetings in January 2026. The Group examined each representation in detail and prepared recommendations to Husthwaite Parish Council on how the draft Plan should be
amended in light of the views expressed by local residents, businesses, statutory bodies and other organisations.

Section 2 provides an overview of all representations submitted. Section 3 presents these comments in the topic order of the draft NDP, so that the points raised on each part of the Plan can be reviewed together. For each topic area, the Steering
Group’s response is set out alongside the recommended amendments to the Plan.

Where possible, proposed changes seek to address and incorporate the comments made. However, there are several areas where this is not reasonable or appropriate, for example where a suggested change would conflict with the NDP’s vision and
objectives, fall outside the scope of neighbourhood planning, be contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework or the Hambleton Local Plan, or be unachievable for financial, technical or legal reasons. In some cases, representations are based on
misunderstandings of the policy intention, or consultation bodies have offered opposing views, in which case the Steering Group has sought a proportionate and balanced compromise.

2. OVERVIEW

Community Response

The community consultation was carried out online using the Mailchimp platform but responses were also invited on paper and by email. All paper responses were transcribed so they could be included in this document (see Annex A . In total, there
were 22 responses from the community generating 32 individual comments on a wide range of specific topics.

Respondents were largely in agreement with the NDP’s objectives and policies and many provided helpful and insightful observations.

Consultation Body Responses.
Publicity for the draft NDP was carried out in accordance with Regulation 14 and paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations. Notice of the consultation was provided to all people who live, work or carry on business in the
neighbourhood area, as well as to a range of statutory and non-statutory consultees.

In line with the Regulations, the following bodies were notified:

Broadacres Housing Association (local social housing provider)
Civil Aviation Authority
Environment Agency
Historic England
Homes England
Husthwaite Historical Society
Husthwaite Parochial Church Council
Integrated Care Board
NHS England
National Gas
National Grid
National Highways
Natural England
Network Rail
Northern Gas
Northern Powergrid
Npower
North Yorkshire Council
Telecoms /Broadband providers
-Argiva
-British Telecom ( Payphones and BTP )
-CTIL Cornerstone
-EE
-MBNL Mobile Broadband
-NY Net
York and North Yorkshire Combined Authority
Office of Rail and Road
Yorkshire Water
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In addition the following neighbouring parish, town councils and protected landscapes were notified:
Angram Grange Parish Council

Carlton Husthwaite Parish Council

Coxwold Parish Council

Easingwold Town Council

Howardian Hills National Landscape

Raskelf Parish Council

Thormanby Parish Council

Thornton on the Hill Parish Council

This ensured that all required consultation bodies, together with local residents and other interested parties, were given the opportunity to comment on the draft Plan.

Of the national and local organisations consulted the following replied:
® Broadacres Housing Association

Environment Agency

Historic England

Howardian Hills National Landscape

Husthwaite Historical Society

Husthwaite Parochial Church Council

National Gas

National Grid (NGET)

North Yorkshire Council

Several departments of North Yorkshire Council, together with Howardian Hills National Landscape, Historic England , Broadacres Housing Association and the Environment Agency also submitted comments on the draft NDP. Most offered
constructive and helpful suggestions which, when incorporated, will strengthen the Plan. North Yorkshire Council reviewed each section of the draft plan and offered comments and suggestions for each. Howardian Hills made a general comment and
one suggestion. Historic England, Broadacres Housing Association and the Environment Agency submitted comments particularly in relation to Policies 1, 2, 3, 16, 18, 26 and the section on Affordable Housing.

All the comments received have been recorded verbatim (save for the removal of personal details such as email addresses etc) in Annex A to this report.

3. ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

All comments received have been carefully read, analysed and discussed by the Steering Group, which has made recommendations on how the draft HPNDP should be amended before it is formally submitted to North Yorkshire Council. In forming
these recommendations, the Steering Group has sought to accommodate the views of the community and statutory consultees as far as possible, while remaining focused on planning considerations and maintaining the fundamental strategy of the
Plan, namely to manage development in a way that supports the rural landscape and heritage character of the Parish. This strategy reflects the priorities identified through earlier stages of community engagement. These recommendations will be
presented to the Parish Council for discussion and approval, following which the draft HPNDP will be amended in line with the Parish Council’s decision.

Some comments and suggestions made by respondents relate to actions that fall outside the legal scope of a Neighbourhood Development Plan. Where this is the case, recommendations have been made on how such issues might instead be taken
forward as community projects or explored further by the Parish Council.

The analysis that follows summarises the consultation responses (grouped by theme) and sets out the recommended changes to the draft HPNDP. Residents’ comments are shown in plum text, and formal comments from statutory bodies and other
consultees are shown in normal text. Proposed amendments to the text of the draft Plan are shown in bold text.

ANALYSIS BY THEME, OBJECTIVE AND POLICY

THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
GENERAL
® Respondents express strong support and gratitude for the team Comment: The Steering Group welcomes the endorsement by the vast majority of
22 responses received behind the Husthwaite Neighbourhood Plan. Contributors praise the | the respondents . It considers that the draft Plan is evidence-based and will
which includes 3 from significant time and effort invested, describing the plan as an facilitate development in line with national and local policy in a way that protects
or on behalf of non- excellent and exceptional piece of work that reflects the views and the Parish’s character, landscape and heritage.
resident landowners. values of local residents. They believe it will help preserve
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
82% of respondents Husthwaite’s special charm, protect its character, and ensure the Some of the issues raised are outside the scope of a neighbourhood plan but where

support the HPNDP; 8%
of respondents opposed
the plan and 10% of
respondents didn’t
comment on the planin
its entirety but only on
one or more specific
policies.

village remains healthy and productive for years to come.

One respondent acknowledges the need to protect the village’s
character, landscape, and heritage assets but stress that the Plan’s
policies must be proportionate, evidence-based, and flexible enough
to allow sustainable development in line with national and local
policy.

One respondent argues that the draft plan places too much
emphasis on aesthetics, which the writer considers less important
than essential needs such as health, food, energy supply, and access
to services. They believe Husthwaite is already too large given its
limited connections and services, and that additional housing would
create further problems.

One respondent argues that the draft Plan/Design Code:

o fail to meet the NPPF objective of supporting sustainable
development and growth;

o areoverly complex and bureaucratic;;

o presents an idealised and unrealistic portrayal of the village,
ignoring existing issues such as industrial approaches to the
village, unsafe road conditions, unauthorised developments,
traffic concerns, declining school enrolment, inappropriate
recent construction (including the village hall), and
inconsistencies within the conservation area. The village is
described as architecturally mixed, with previous attempts at
applying design codes resulting in poor-quality or
disproportionate buildings;

o the extensive design code represents unnecessary red tape
and a waste of resources, potentially deterring property
improvements, economic activity, and local investment. They
suggest that strict adherence to design guidance has led to
planning mistakes and an overemphasis on compliance at the
expense of overall aesthetic quality;

o stifles individuality and historic character, using the example
of historically accurate but non-compliant property colours.

appropriate are addressed as part of suggested Local Projects to be taken forward
by the Parish Council and others. While traffic issues have previously been raised by
many in the community engagement process, the Steering Group is grateful for one
resident pointing out that the 30mph speed limit on Low Street currently terminates
(switching to National Speed Limit) before the access road to the children’s play
area and agrees that this needs specific attention.

In relation to the Design Code, these are actively encouraged as part of
neighbourhood planning and are an essential part of the strategy to promote good
quality sustainable development that respects the existing character, setting and
heritage. As far as the Steering Group and Parish Council are aware, there has never
been a Design Code in place for Husthwaite.

Recommendation:

Amend Local Project 1 to include the words ‘including reducing speed limits’ after
‘highway safety’.

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

No concerns about the draft plan meeting the basic conditions, other than
the repetition of existing planning policies.

The plan is well presented and is generally clear and easy to read.

Suggest consider:

1.

Avoiding use of all capital letters for titles, headings etc, for
accessibility reasons.

Some maps, figures and photos need to be clearer.

For maps suggest full page versions and possibly presenting
legend/key as a separate image.

Removing remaining specific references to NPPF paragraphs
as, with new consultation draft, will be out of date.

Cutting down amount of justification/supporting text in the next
version.

Comment: Noted.

With regard to comment 4, we remain of the view that some specific
references are helpful to readers of the Plan. While a draft revised NPPF
has now been published, there remains considerable public and professional
debate about the proposed changes and their final form. There is also no
certainty as to when a revised version will be adopted, and the timetable may
yet slip. In those circumstances, it would be premature, and potentially risky,
to draft this Plan by trying to anticipate the content of a document that has not
yet been finalised. If, as anticipated, this Plan is submitted for examination
before any revised NPPF is formally adopted, it must demonstrate conformity
with the current 2024 version of national policy. Referring to specific NPPF
policies in the justification text is therefore both appropriate and helpful, as it
enables readers to cross refer directly to the relevant national provisions and,
where relevant, to identify any later changes in a future version. Moreover,
once the Plan is made and forms part of the statutory development plan, its
weight will not fall away simply because it was prepared under the existing
NPPF. It will continue to carry development plan status, although, as with any
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

6. Avoiding reference to Hambleton Local Plan (HLP) in policy
which should avoid repeating requirements from local plan

policies or stating the need to comply with them - same re other

planning policies as the plan should be read as a whole and all

relevant policies will be considered when development proposals are

determined.

7. Renaming maps identified as ‘Proposals Map’ as ‘Policies Map’

and, as far as possible, showing all policy extents on a single
map.

plan, the weight to be given to particular policies may in time be affected
where later national policy introduces a clear conflict.

With regard to comment 6, while a neighbourhood plan cannot simply restate
the requirements of the Local Plan, the Steering Group is advised that it is
often accepted by Examiners that an NDP policy may state that development
will be supported where it accords with a specified Local Plan policy and also
meets further locally derived criteria. That approach should therefore be
retained where it usefully frames a positive support test rather than merely
repeating development plan policy. Given that the NDP must be in general
conformity with the current Local Plan, references to the Hambleton Local
Plan should also be retained in the supporting text where they form part of
the justification for the NDP policy, explain its policy basis, or help show how
the local criteria build upon the strategic policy framework.

Recommendation:

1. All headings in capital letters be changed to lower case..

2. Review with plan designer quality of all maps figures and photos.

3. Change maps to full page versions where possible,

4. Retain NPPF references in justification text where considered

5. Reduce length of justification text where possible by making various
minor edits.

6. Review all references to the Hambleton Local Plan. Remove
repetition in policy wording where the NDP policy simply restates
Local Plan requirements, while retaining those elements that add
distinct local detail, locally specific criteria, or additional requirements
justified by neighbourhood plan evidence. Retain in the supporting
text where it justifies policy and demonstrates its conformity with the
current Local Development Plan. Remove any cross references in
policies to other policies of this plan unless considered necessary for
meaning.

7. Rename and review presentation of Proposals Maps. Change as set
out in Annex B

Historic England

Historic England welcomes and supports the overall heritage-led direction of

the Plan.

e Draft policies—particularly Policies 1-3, are underpinned by a strong
and relevant evidence base.

e Commends the Parish Council for the quality of its evidence
gathering, including community feedback, landscape assessments,
ecological studies, and the range of engagement activities
undertaken through 2024—-2025.

e The draft Plan is well-constructed and, with the refinements
suggested, capable of offering a strong heritage-led framework for
guiding sustainable and locally distinctive development.

Comment: Noted.

Recommendation.

No action.

Howardian Hills
National Landscape

HHNL has carried out a detailed review and is of the opinion that the
Plan includes all issues which we are interested in to enable
conservation and enhancement of the Howardian Hills National
Landscape and its setting, with strong content on local vernacular,
green space, existing biodiversity (including hedgerows and trees),
protecting dark skies and tranquillity. We are also pleased to see the
references to our Howardian Hills National Landscape Management
Plan.

Comment: Noted.

Recommendation.

No action. The location for specific projects will become defined as they are scoped
and progressed following adoption of the HPNDP.
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

A small suggestion is that there could be more local detail, e.qg.
reference to delivery of projects in specific locations.

Natural England

Natural England does not have any specific comments on this draft
neighbourhood plan.

Comment: Noted

Recommendation: No action

Environment Agency

The Environment Agency does not have objections to the submission
of the Husthwaite Neighbourhood Development Plan, and overall
welcome the Plan’s ambitions to protect and enhance the environment.
With a large area of Flood Zones 2 and 3 to the north of Ings Beck, it is
welcomed that Policy 26 — Natural Flood Management Solutions takes
adequate account of flood risk in the Plan area by directing new
proposals to areas at the lowest risk.

Further information: Based on the environmental constraints within the
area, we have no detailed comments to make in relation to the Plan.

Comment: Noted.

Recommendation: No action

National Gas

National Gas Transmission has identified that it has no record of such
assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area.

Comment: Noted.

Recommendation: No action

National Grid NGET is transitioning to cleaner, more secure renewable energy Comment: Noted but as no specific changes within the Parish identified by the
(NGET) sources, including new offshore windfarms, which requires upgrades to | response, unclear what steps Parish Council required to take.
the UK’s electricity transmission network. This involves enhancing
overhead lines, pylons, and cables to increase capacity between the Recommendation: No action.
North, Midlands, and South, and to support new offshore wind and
subsea connections within the UK and to other North Sea countries.
The Council is asked to take these changes into account.
Broadacres Thank you for notifying Broadacres of the draft Husthwaite Neighbourhood Comment: Noted.
Plan and for making us aware of the consultation period. Broadacres are
supportive of rural communities shaping their communities and it is pleasing | Recommendation: No action
to see such a detailed and well thought through draft Neighbourhood Plan for
which the Parish Council should be applauded.
VISION
Residents Comment: Although no respondent commented directly on the Vision itself,

the consultation responses taken as a whole indicate that it is broadly
supported. Overall, 82% of respondents supported the draft HPNDP, and
many of the comments on the Plan’s objectives and policies clearly align with
the Vision’s underlying aims. Respondents described the Plan as an
“excellent and exceptional piece of work” that would help “preserve
Husthwaite’s special charm” and protect its character for the future.
Elsewhere, residents said the policies struck “a good balance between
safeguarding the village’s long and rich heritage and meeting the needs of
modern life”, while supportive comments on housing and environmental
objectives referred to attracting young families, supporting older residents,
avoiding urbanisation, and balancing human needs with environmental
responsibilities. Taken together, these comments strongly suggest that,
although not discussed expressly under the Vision heading, the Vision is well
aligned with community priorities and enjoys broad support across the
consultation responses.

Formal consultees also broadly reinforced that conclusion, with Historic
England welcoming the Plan’s “overall heritage-led direction” and Broadacres
describing it as a “detailed and well thought through” draft Plan.” The
Howardian Hills National Landscape noted that the draft Plan “includes all
issues which we are interested in to enable conservation and enhancement
of the Howardian Hills National Landscape and its setting, with strong content
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

on local vernacular, green space, existing biodiversity (including hedgerows
and trees), protecting dark skies and tranquillity”.
Recommendation: No action

HERITAGE,

DISTINCTIVENESS

AND DESIGN

Objectives 17 residents Residents e The policies provide a good balance between safeguarding the

commented on this
section. All were
supportive.

village’s long and rich heritage and meeting the needs of modern life.
e Well prepared and documented proposal taking into account all
parties requirements.
e The Design Code is an excellent document. Stressing the importance
of the village Conservation Area and its surroundings is also
important

Comment: Noted.

Recommendation: No action.

Historic England

Historic England welcomes and supports the overall heritage-led direction of
the Plan. The draft policies —particularly Policies 1-3, are underpinned by a
strong and relevant evidence base.

The Design Code provides a clear, locally distinctive framework for high-
quality development, supported by its character analysis, conservation-area
guidance, materials palette, rural-edge design principles, and contextual
expectations.

Comment: Noted.

Recommendation: No action

Policy 1 General Design
Principles

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment: Noted.

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Suggests:
e Referencing the National Model Design Code as well as the National
Design Guide.

e Updating the requirement relating to ‘Building for Life 12’ to ‘Building
for a Healthy Life (BHL)’ to reflect the current version of this
standard, and to move it to part 2 of the policy as it relates to
residential development.

® Removing reference to MMC as development should be harmonious
with local character whether it is MMC or not.

® Reviewing numbering in Part 2

Comment: Noted and agreed. In addition, our review of the housing policies in light
of comments received (see below) has resulted in an additional provision to Policy
1.2 to cover self-build and additional justification text to provide context.

Recommendation:

1. Amend Policy 1.1 a) as follows: ¢ is compliant with the Husthwaite
Design Code and is demonstrably aligned with the National
Design Guide and the National Model Design Guide °

2. Amend Policy 1.1 e) by removing the words ‘if using Modern Methods of
Construction (MMC) is of a format that’ .

3. Amend Policy 1.2 by inserting a new a) as follows: ‘Incorporates the
principles of the Building for a Health Life (BHL) standard (or any successor
scheme)’ and then amend numbering of following subclauses.

4. Amend Policy 1.2 b)-d) so as to remove duplication and sort numbering.
Add this subclause: ‘Self-build schemes comprising more than one
plot are guided by a site-specific Design Code, Plot Passport, or
equivalent design framework, agreed with the Local Planning
Authority before development commences .’

Add to Justification text: ‘Self-build housing is housing where an individual
or group leads the organisation, design and construction of their own
home, whether by building it themselves, commissioning a builder, or
working with others through a custom-build or community-led
approach. Whilst self-build can allow for greater expression of
individual tastes in design, it is important that the resultant dwellings
share broad characteristics of form, scale and materials to ensure that
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

they are well related to each other and to neighbouring development
and landscape. Where more than one self-build dwelling is proposed, a
site-specific design code or equivalent framework may help to ensure a
consistent overall character while allowing for individual design
choice'.

Historic England

Recommends:

1. Policies 1 and 2 explicitly require proportionate Statements of
Significance, addressing effects on both designated and non-
designated heritage assets and their settings, ensuring alignment
with the NPPF.

2. Plan should confirm that development is expected to follow the
Husthwaite Design Code, particularly for schemes within or affecting
the conservation area, village core, or rural edges. The Code’s role as
a material consideration is set out clearly in its introductory sections
and would benefit from mirrored wording in the Plan.

Comment: In relation to point 2, the first sentence of both Policy 1 and Policy 2
currently state that proposals will be supported if Design Code followed but if the
advice is that this needs to be more explicit, then this should be addressed.

Recommendation:

Add a summary of the Design Code alongside Policy 1 in the draft Plan
(suggested text set out in Annex C) to assist cross referencing.

Amend Policy 1 as follows:
1. Amend 1.1a) as set out above’.
2. Add new subclause 1.1h) ‘where relevant, conserves or
enhances the significance of designated and non-designated
heritage assets, including their settings ‘.

See also recommended changes to Policy 2 below.

Policy 2 Heritage,
Design &
Distinctiveness

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action
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NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Suggests:

1. Rewording the opening paragraph so that compliance with the
requirements of the design code is a clear policy requirement.

2. Sort numbering error.

3. Reviewing policy requirements to ensure that repetition and overlap
with the requirements of the design code and other existing planning
policies is minimised/removed.

4. Contacting Historic England to get the listing for Laburnum and Rose
cottages changed to reflect the merger as noted in the footnote.

Comment: The advice to avoid overlap with requirements of Design Code appears
to contradict the advice from Historic England - see above and below - which is to
reflect its contents more explicitly in this Policy.

The Steering Group is concerned to provide a comprehensive statement of heritage
provisions while also keeping the length of the Plan to a minimum and avoiding
unnecessary duplication. Itis also important that the entire Design Code is
complied with. Therefore, as a compromise, it proposes adding a specific
requirement to comply with the Design Code and including a summary of the Design
Code in the Plan alongside Policy 2 for information - and a link to it - but then
removing some of the overlap between Policy 2 and the Design Code as set out
below.

Recommendation:
In relation to comments 1-3:

Rename Policy 2: Heritage, Local Character and the Husthwaite Design
Code

Amend Policy 2 as follows:

2.1. New development proposals will be supported where, as
appropriate to their nature, scale and location, they comply with the
relevant requirements of the Husthwaite Design Code (2025) and
respond positively to the distinctive design lineage and character of the
relevant area types of a) Husthwaite Village, including the Conservation
Area and its setting; and b) the Countryside. Proposals that depart from
the relevant requirements of the Husthwaite Design Code must provide
clear and robust justification.

2.2. Within Husthwaite Village:
a) All proposals must:

i. conserve and reinforce the village’s rural and historic
character, including its traditional settlement pattern, village-
scale form, and strong relationship with the surrounding
countryside;
ii. Respond positively to the street, site and wider village
context, including building line, orientation, scale, massing,
roofscape and plot pattern;
iii. ensure that parking, servicing, bin storage, garages and
outbuildings do not dominate the street scene or undermine
local character; and
iv retain, repair and integrate characteristic boundary features
and planting, where relevant to the site.

b) In relation to materials and architectural detailing, proposals must:
i, use locally distinctive materials on principal elevations, where
appropriate to the proposal and its context, unless robust
justification is provided for an alternative approach; and
ii. where adopting a contemporary or innovative design
approach, demonstrate how the proposal nevertheless
complements the character of nearby buildings and the wider
area in terms of scale, form, massing and materiality.

c) Development at the village edge must:
i. provide a sensitive transition between the built form of the
village and the surrounding countryside;
ii. avoid abrupt or intrusive settlement edges;
iii. retain and reinforce important views into, out of and across
the settlement, where relevant to the site; and
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iv. use layout, landscaping, boundary treatment, roofline
composition and lighting design to integrate development into
its setting and avoid suburbanising effects.
d) Proposals within, affecting, or within the setting of the Husthwaite
Conservation Area, listed buildings, or other heritage assets must:
i. preserve or enhance their significance, including the
contribution made by their setting;
ii. have regard, where relevant, to the Husthwaite Conservation
Area Appraisal; and
iii. be supported by a proportionate Statement of Significance
where they may affect the significance of a designated or non-
designated heritage asset.
2.3. Within the Countryside, proposals must:
a) respect the open, agricultural and scenic character of the
landscape and its network of hedgerows, trees, lanes and field
boundaries;
b) minimise visual intrusion and avoid urbanising works,
materials or lighting; and
c) where involving the conversion or re-use of existing rural
buildings, retain and, where possible, restore the original form,
features and agricultural character of the building and its setting.
2.4. Exceptionally proposals that deliberately depart from prevailing
local characteristics may nevertheless be supported where it is of
outstanding design quality and clearly demonstrates a greater
contribution to local distinctiveness, sustainability and overall design
quality than a more literal response to local character. Any such
departure must be robustly justified by reference to the Husthwaite
Design Code and the specific context of the site.

2.5. In view of potential for prehistoric and medieval sub-surface
evidence of sites in the Parish, a proportionate archaeological and
heritage assessment is required for all developments, and subsequent
archaeological investigation and heritage impact mitigations may be
required.’

In relation to comment 4, Parish Council will contact Historic England as suggested.
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

Historic England

See comments on Policy 1 above.

Also recommends that the Design Code’s emphasis on materials and local
distinctiveness should be reflected explicitly in Policy 2 and the supporting
text, with an expectation that principal elevations use locally distinctive
materials unless robust justification is provided.

Comment: Advice to avoid overlap with requirements of Design Code appears to
contradict advice from North Yorkshire Council - see above.

Adding all the Design Code’s relevant provisions to this policy would significantly
increase its length. We also think it is important that the Design Code is referred to
in its entirety and not just in relation to heritage assets.

Recommendation: Amend Policy 2 as set out above.

Policy 3 Non-Designated
Historic Assets

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

Husthwaite History
Society

Acaster Hill is a beautiful old building which should be mentioned in
the draft neighbourhood plan in some form so that if future planning
applications are made, its history etc should be taken into account to
minimise the effects of any possible alterations to it. We feel the views
of the Conservation officer could be challenged on the grounds that it in
our opinion Acaster at least meets the old Hambleton DC Criteria for
assessing Non designated heritage assets under sections 1.1, 1.3. 1.4,
1.5and 1.8

Comment: The Steering Group and Parish Council are very grateful for the
assistance provided by the History Society and are keen to acknowledge all
the historic assets within the Parish. However, based on the feedback from
the NYC officer and on a review of the evidence provided, it is felt that there
is insufficient information about the significance of the Acaster farm buildings
themselves, as opposed to previous ownership. It is quite possible that
further evidence could be obtained, particularly through discussion with the
current owners and a site visit. The inclusion of Acaster Hill as a NDHA in
the plan could then be reconsidered but in the meantime it is proposed to
mention the building by name in the justification text so that it's age and
importance is specifically noted.

Recommendation:

Add to justification text: ‘The Husthwaite Conservation Area status
means that buildings and areas of land are significant and worthy of
preservation. The designation recognises the unique character,
historical narrative and aesthetic value that the buildings within it
contribute, both individually and collectively. The evidence highlights
many buildings that show interesting detailing and the social and
commercial development of the village over time. Beyond the
Husthwaite Conservation Area there were no buildings in the parish
which clearly met NYC'’s criteria for designation as NDHAs although
Acaster Hill Farm, constructed in 1858, has architectural, historical,
genealogical, and archaeological interest and may well meet the criteria
after further investigation.’

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Suggests

1. Changing the title of this policy to ‘Non-Designated Heritage Assets’
to reflect the planning terminology.

2. Instead of stating that ‘All the buildings within the village
Conservation Area are automatically designated as Non-designated
Heritage Assets’, helpful for identification purposes to provide a map
showing the non-designated heritage assets and also helpful to set
out how they are considered to contribute to the character and
appearance of the conservation area - in section 9.

3. Adding a page break between policy 3 and supporting text of policy 4
to aid clarity.

Comment: A map of the Conservation Area (CA) is already included (Policy Map
1). Apart from the listed assets, the significance of the other buildings within the
Conservation Area are addressed in the evidence and to repeat in the Plan seems
unnecessary and would add significantly to its length.

A map showing the NDHAs listed in the draft Plan, which are all outside of the
Conservation Area, will be added. A Statement of Significance for each is included

in the relevant evidence report.

It is not clear what is meant by ‘Section 9'.

Recommendation:
e Change policy title to Non-Designated Heritage Assets.
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

e Amend para 4.39 by deleting the subheading ‘building’ and the list of
buildings underneath.

e Add new para 4.40 as set out above.
Add in a Policy map showing Non-Designated Heritage Assets outside of
the Conservation Area (see Annex B)

e Insert page break if possible within limitations of design/without adding to
overall length.

Historic England

Support the identification of NDHAs and recommend including brief
Statements of Significance, mapped locations, and cross-referencing Policy 3
to the design principles contained in the Design Code

Comment: A new map showing the NDHAs will now be added. Brief
statements of significance are included in the supporting evidence report and
summarised in the Justification text. It is not considered necessary to repeat
further detail in the Plan itself.

Please see recommendations above on how the cross-referencing between
the Plan and the Design Code is to be made easier without repeating all
elements of the Design Code in policy wording.

Recommendation:

Add to justification text: : ‘The Husthwaite Design Code contains a
number of mandatory codes and guidance which are particularly
focussed on protecting and enhancing heritage assets and other
historical features of the parish. In particular there is a section on
development within the Conservation Area and a section explaining
how development should respond sensitively to, harmonise with and
complement the existing built form. *

Policy 4 - Signage,
Advertising, and Street
Furniture

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We would suggest considering whether the points listed in the public realm
design guide could be consolidated as there are several which appear similar.
You may also want to consider whether any of the points are particularly
important and list them in the policy itself.

Comment: It is considered that the policy needs to be broad as 1) the policy
can only apply to matters that may properly fall within planning applications
(as opposed to advertisement consent regime) whereas a design guide may
have a wider application and 2) it is necessary to avoid overlapping with the
statutory functions of the highway authority or other public bodies.

However some reference to key provisions in the policy would make it
stronger.

Recommendation: Redraft Policy 4 as follows: ‘“1.. Development
proposals requiring planning permission for public realm structures
and fixtures must accord with the Husthwaite NDP Public Realm Design
Guide for Signage, Advertising and Street Furniture. 2. Proposals will
be supported where they avoid clutter, respect local character, are
sensitively sited, use durable and appropriate materials, protect
important views and heritage setting, and provide for ongoing
maintenance.’

Amend (shorten) the Public Realm Design Guide as follows:

PR1. Avoid Visual Clutter and Unnecessary Duplication

e New signage and street furniture should be introduced only where
necessary to meet an identified public or operational need.
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(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

e Proposals should avoid duplication of existing infrastructure.
e Opportunities to remove, rationalise or consolidate redundant items should
be taken where appropriate.

PR2. Respect Local Character and Heritage

e Designs should respond positively to Husthwaite’s rural and historic
character, including its local vernacular, built form and materials palette.

e Historic street furniture, signage and nameplates should be retained and
restored where feasible.

e Advertising and commercial signage should be proportionate to their
setting and should not dominate the streetscape.

e Contemporary additions should be context-sensitive and avoid overtly
urban or industrial forms.

PR3. Ensure Sensitive Siting and Accessibility

e Where possible, signage and fixtures should be attached to buildings,
boundary walls or existing structures rather than introduced on new
posts.

e Freestanding elements should be positioned to minimise obstruction,
kept clear of pedestrian desire lines, and support ease of movement
for all users.

e The siting of elements should avoid harm to important views of
landmarks and architectural features.

PR4. Use Simple, Coherent and Durable Materials

e All elements should use robust, high-quality and weather-resistant
materials that are sympathetic to their setting.

e Colour schemes should be consistent throughout the area (e.g. matt
black with limited accenting).

e The use of local or natural materials is strongly encouraged to
reinforce local identity and sustainability.

e Designs should be visually unobtrusive, functional and free of
unnecessary ornamentation.

PRS5. Support Accessibility and Inclusivity

e |Installations must comply with national accessibility standards (e.g.
BS 8300, Manual for Streets) and support ease of movement for all
users.

e Signage, advertising and street furniture should be designed and sited
in ways that support inclusive design principles.

PRG6. Provide for Sustainable Management and Maintenance
e Proposals must demonstrate that elements can be maintained easily
over their lifetime.
e Materials and finishes should deter vandalism and be easy to repair
or replace.
e Responsibility for ongoing maintenance must be clearly defined for
any new fitting.

NATURAL
ENVIRONMENT
AND LANDSCAPE

Husthwaite Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan 2026 Consultation Statement - Appendix 13 — Response Report

12




THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
Objectives 17 residents Residents Respondents support the policy as well-balanced, noting its aim to balance Comment: Noted
commented on this human needs with environmental responsibilities. One respondent
section. All were emphasizes the challenge of persuading landowners to limit development on | Recommendation: No action
supportive. valued views and green spaces due to rising land values. They welcome the
designation of certain areas as an Open Area of Local Significance but suggest
that designating them as Local Green Spaces might offer stronger protection.
Residents No specific comments on this Policy Comment:

Policy 5 - Responding to
Local Landscape
Character

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

In part 2, it may be worth being clearer about the requirement for
development to be informed by the conservation area appraisal and the
Howardian Hills AONB Management Plan as there will be instances where
one is applicable and not the other.

Comment: In most cases the land within and adjacent to the CA and the
HHNL are mutually exclusive but there are some parts of the village that
would engage both.

Recommendation:

Amend Policy 5.2 as follows:

‘In addition, development, including rural exception sites, on land
within or adjoining the Howardian Hills National Landscape or on land
in or adjoining the Husthwaite Conservation Area, will only be
supported where it is demonstrably informed by (as relevant):

* The Howardian Hills AONB Management Plan (or its successor
documents); and/or

* The Husthwaite Conservation Area Appraisal or Statement, or any
updated equivalents.’

Historic England

Policies 5 and 6 would be strengthened with mapped viewpoints and concise
statements explaining each view’s heritage contribution, supported by the
Design Code’s guidance on settlement edges, skyline character, and rural
foregrounds.

Comment: Suggest viewpoints best addressed in relation to Policy 6 below.
The heritage contribution of some landscape areas and viewpoints has been
referred to in the evidence.

Recommendation:

Amend Policy 5.1 by replacing bullet points with a)-n) to ease
referencing.

Add to bullet 11/k) as follows: Views and Vistas (particularly those set
out in Policy 6)

Add a map for information showing the three landscape character
areas identified in the LLCA/para 4.69. (see Annex B)

Add to justification text: ‘The Husthwaite Design Code also provides
details of the Landscape Character of the Parish and identifies key
views within Husthwaite Village and its setting and in the wider
countryside. There are then codes and guidance which seek to protect
and enhance these features and views, in particular relating to
development at the village edge’.

Policy 6 - Views and
Vistas

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Concerns:

1. The views are quite broadly defined so it may be difficult to
determine whether a development proposal is within or would
impact on an identified view or not. Would be aided by detail
about where the view is viewed from, not just the direction and
what the view is of.

Comment: Husthwaite village’s unique position along a ridge top at the end
of the Howardian Hills results in their being extensive views in and out of the
village and the surrounding countryside from multiple viewpoints including
along all footpaths and other public rights of way. Community engagement
identified many such views as being important as illustrated by the
photograph on current page 35 of the draft Plan. These are not generally
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2. Should be recognised that the policy will only apply to proposals
within the neighbourhood plan area, and proposals outside of
the area may impact the identified views.

3. There is an interaction with both the Howardian Hills National
Landscape and the North York Moors National Park.

glimpsed views through trees or buildings or views from a few areas of high
ground. ltis hard therefore to be more specific as to viewpoints without
having to create a very very long list. The Parish Council considers that the
Planning Officer considering a planning application would need to identify
and judge the impact of a development on the views listed.

It is understood that the Plan would only apply directly to applications for
development within the Parish. However it is hoped that the Planning Authority
would take advisory note of the Plan in relation to any development adjacent to the
Parish boundary or to significant development which impacted the setting of the
village.

It is not clear whether NYC are asking for specific mention of the two national
landscapes in the policy itself. Some of the viewpoints listed are sited within those
landscapes and clearly development in much of the neighbourhood development
plan area impacts these landscapes and their settings.

Recommendation:

Add a Policy Map showing the general sightlines to the listed viewpoints (see
Annex B and refer to this in Policy 6.1.

Add to justification text: ‘While the policies of this Plan can only
directly apply to planning applications within the Parish
(neighbourhood plan area), it is reasonable for notice to be taken of its
policies where applications outside the Parish would have a significant
impact on the rural and historic countryside within the Parish including
the setting of Husthwaite village, the amenity of parish residents, the
local economy and biodiversity.’

Historic England

Policies 5 and 6 would be strengthened with mapped viewpoints and concise
statements explaining each view’s heritage contribution,supported by the
Design Code’s guidance on settlement edges, skyline character, and rural
foregrounds.

Comment: See comment above in response to comment from NYC.

Recommendation:
As above.

Policy 7 — Biodiversity
and Green
Infrastructure

Explanatory Note -
due to a
recommended change
of order relating to
Policy 19, see below,
numbering of policies
from 7 -18 has
changed in the
submission version of
the draft Plan.

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action
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NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Comments:
1. Paras 4.89 and 4.90 both have letters missing in their first lines.
2. Part5is unnecessary. There is no need to repeat national planning
requirements. It should be removed.
3. Could include some species-specific design measures for new builds

and/or refurbishments, such as swift bricks and hedgehog highways.

Comment: The Steering Group is concerned that listing species specific
requirements in a policy may not be enforceable or appropriate for all
developments and also that some other non-listed measures might become
advisable in the future. It would prefer therefore to encourage consideration
of how to boost biodiversity on a case by case/site specific basis.

Recommendation:

1. Correct typos

e Remove Policy 7.5

e Add to justification text: ‘While requiring species-specific
measures be included in every development (as opposed to
those subject to a mandatory BNG requirement) is not in
conformity with the Development Plan, the introduction of
features such as swift-boxes and hedgehog highways is to be
strongly encouraged. *

Policy 8 — Trees,
Woodlands and
Hedgerows

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Suggests

Reflecting passive cooling benefits of trees by requiring the planting
of street trees in any new development.

Rewording part 1 so that it is easier to read and/or considering
whether part 1 is necessary given what part 2 contains?

Including a replacement ratio for new to old trees to allow for
inevitable losses. For example, any mature trees lost must be
replaced at a ratio of 3:1 (new:old).

Comment: Noted and agreed.

Recommendation:

Delete 8.1.
Merge existing paragraphs 8. 2 and 8.3 and revise as follows:

‘1. Development proposals will be supported where they:

a) are accompanied by a tree and hedgerow survey prepared in
accordance with the most recent version of British Standard BS 5837;
b) demonstrate that existing trees and hedgerows will be retained
wherever possible;

c) include robust measures to protect retained trees and hedgerows
during the construction period;

d) are accompanied by a management and maintenance plan showing
how the long term health and survival of retained and newly planted
trees and hedgerows will be secured; and

e) provide a comprehensive landscaping scheme that:

i. uses native or locally appropriate species of known provenance;

ii. provides replacement planting for any trees removed at a minimum
ratio of 3:1 using native species;

iii. shows that where hedgerows are removed to facilitate access, they
will be replanted along the back of vision splays using native species;
iv. provides an appropriate buffer between development and the canopy
edge of adjacent woodland, in accordance with arboricultural best
practice; and

v. where appropriate, includes the planting of new street trees to
provide shade and wider environmental benefits.’

Policy 9 — Tranquillity
and Dark Skies

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Suggest rewording the first part of 4 as it currently requires a lower test than
existing policy.

Comment: It was not clear exactly what existing policy this comment refers to so
clarification was sought from NYC. NYC proposed replacement wording which is
recommended below for inclusion.
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
Recommendation: Replace the first sentence of 9.4 with: ‘Proposals that have
the potential to negatively impact species that are sensitive to artificial
light, especially species of principal importance, must demonstrate how
the development complies with the NPPF, HLP, and relevant ecological
guidance’.
Add to justification text: : There is national guidance on how to avoid
negative impacts on wildlife e.g. Bats and Artificial Lighting in the UK’
Guidance Note GN 08
Add to evidence base details of bat activity in the neighbourhood area.
HOUSING
INCLUDING
AFFORDABLE
HOUSING
Objectives 19 Residents Majority of respondents supportive of objectives. Comment: Given the majority of the respondents supported the objectives and the
comments made generally underlined the importance of issues already addressed in
Observations included: the draft Plan e.g. using materials that blend with existing properties or need to
Any new development in the village must use appropriate architectural support elderly residents, no changes need to be made. The suggestion that
design and materials to blend with existing properties, with particular caution | development be limited to one house per year would not address assessed need
regarding self-build homes, which have previously caused issues. and would arguably be contrary to local and national policy as being overly
e The importance of attracting young families, supporting elderly restrictive.
residents, and avoiding urbanization.
e While there is a need for affordable housing,one respondent Recommendation: No action
guestions how developers can be compensated for lower
profitability.
e Development should be limited—around one house per year—
because of low overall demand, narrow and hazardous roads, parking
congestion, and safety concerns.
e Developers could contribute to local arts and culture, potentially
collaborating with the school.

Broadacres Pleased that the draft Plan contains a lot of positive words about Comment: Allocating a specific site was not considered the most appropriate
affordable housing but concerned that more needs to be done to option in this case. The Plan instead adopts a criteria based approach, which
enable delivery in the right location. Suggests an allocation of land is provides greater flexibility to respond to opportunities as they arise, rather
needed. than tying development to a single site or small number of sites over the plan

period. It also avoids the risk of creating unnecessary division within the
community, which can arise where one site is promoted over others. This is
more consistent with the purpose of neighbourhood planning, which is to
reflect and support a cohesive expression of local community views while still
providing a clear framework for managing appropriate development.
Recommendation: No action.
Policy 10 - New Residents No specific comments on this Policy Comment:
Housing Development
Recommendation: No action
NYC Neighbourhood 1. Does not agree with the commentary on Hambleton Local Plan | Comment: The objective of the draft Plan is to encourage affordable
Planning policies contained in the supporting text for policy 10, housing provision which will deliver evidenced need and provide significant

specifically that in para 4.122.

2. Supporting text needs rationalisation. Some text may be better
placed if moved to support other policies, e.g. para 4.129 would
seem to be better placed supporting policy 12.

benefits to the community. This is not perceived to be in conflict with the HLP
as the clear intention of Policy HG4 is to reduce the restriction on
development in the countryside provided by Strategic Policy S5 for schemes
that are exclusively or predominantly providing affordable housing, as
opposed to mixed or commercial schemes. However, it is recognised that
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3. There is no need for part 1 to be part of the policy and should
be removed.

4. We would suggest careful consideration of criteria under Part 4

as several are similar to requirements of HLP policy HG5, and
there is no need to repeat existing policy.

5. In part 6 we would suggest removing the bracketed text as the
definition of major development for national landscapes is not
necessarily the same as the standard national definition.
Alternatively, the text about major development could be
removed as it repeats existing policy.

the justification text appears critical of the HLP which was not the intention
and this needs to be addressed.

Given that housing provision is a priority concern for the community and
under the Development Plan, it seems appropriate to reinforce key criteria
which are of particular relevance to Husthwaite.

We agree that the policies and justification text requires some rationalisation
in relation to self-build houses. However, it is clear that they should be
referenced in relation to all three policies (as well as in Policy 1 in relation to
design) because they can be provided as market housing or affordable
housing and, where offered as affordable housing, this can be as part of a
mixed scheme or an exception scheme or a community led scheme.

Recommendation:

Re comments 1 and 2:

Edit justification text as follows:

Replace current 4.121 with: * Policy HG5 of the HLP permits windfall housing
development adjacent to the built form of Service Villages subject to criteria
and HLP Policy HG3 sets a 30% affordable housing target. Therefore, unlike
Policy HG4, Policy HG5 does not require schemes to be affordable housing-
led. In practice this may result in suitable sites not being proposed for rural
exception housing which then leads to fewer affordable homes being built in
villages such as Husthwaite where local need is clearly demonstrated.
Furthermore, the 70:30 market-to-affordable housing ratio permitted under
Policy HG5 may necessitate a scale of development to achieve the required
affordable housing that exceeds the village’s capacity to accommodate
growth sustainably, particularly in terms of infrastructure provision and
landscape sensitivity.’

Replace current 4.122 with ‘Under Policy S4 in the HLP, neighbourhood
plans must promote all strategic policies, which includes S5, and certain
other listed policies but these do not include HG5. As there is evidence of
need for more affordable housing in Husthwaite, there is clear support for
encouraging affordable housing-led schemes adjacent to the built form in
preference to other schemes. °

In addition, change Policy 10.3 to say: ‘On land adjacent to the built form
of the village, affordable housing-led development will be preferred’

Re comment 3:
Remove Policy 10.1 and renumber accordingly. Change current 10.2 i)-
ii) to a)-c) to be consistent.

Add at end of para 4.116: ‘The HLP makes no specific allocation of
housing for Husthwaite.

Re comment 4: see comment below for recommended minor changes to 10.4
Re comment 5 : Change Policy 10.6 as follows: Developments within and

adjacent to the HHNL must conserve its landscape character and
natural beauty and address its sensitivity and capacity.
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
Landowner A Planning Consultant provided detailed comments on Policy 10 on Comment: To the extent these comments are similar to those made by
behalf of a single landowner in the Parish. NYC, please see the response above.
In summary: As para 10.4 largely seeks to apply or expand on criteria set out in HLP HG5
1. Should not express a preference between policies HG4 and and and/or is supported by the judgments of Planning Appeal inspectors
HG5 in the HLP. Para 4.121 incorrectly implies that windfall made in relation to sites within the village, we consider some of the criticisms
development threatens rural exception housing and should be to be unwarranted.
deleted or modified
2. Criterion 2(i) restriction on infill does not align with HLP. We have, however, reviewed the relationship between Policies 10, 6 and 19
3. Criteria 4a subjective and introduces an unrealistic causal and recommend the wording of Policy 10.4e) be amended so the relationship
test .Small scale development cannot reasonably be expected | is clearer and to avoid the imposition of multiple overlapping constraints.
to fund or deliver community infrastructure .
4. Criteria 4 c appears to impose an absolute requirement for off Recommendation:
road pedestrian and cycle connectivity which should be 1. See above.
deleted . 2. Amend Policy 10.2 (i) by deleting the words ‘and does not
5. Criteria 4d should be deleted to avoid fossilising the settlement physically extend the settlement into the open countryside’
form and to allow appropriate edge of settlement development. 3. Amend Policy 10.4a as follows: ‘at a scale that is proportional to
6. Criteria 4e should be deleted as requirement undefined and too the scale of the settlement and commensurate with the social
broad and community facilities available in the Parish’;
7. Criteria 4f should be deleted as the key views are undefined 4. Amend Policy 10.4c by inserting the words ‘where appropriate’
and the policy is worded as an absolute constraint before ‘ incorporate’
5. No action
6. Replace Policy 10.4e and 10.4f with ‘where relevant, the
proposal responds positively to the matters identified in Policies
6 and 19, including important views and the role and function of
the OALS.’
7. As above.
Policy 11 — Housing Mix. Residents No specific comments on this Policy Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Concerns:
1. Overlap between Policy 11 and 12, particularly 11(4) with 12.
2. Requirements in part 6 are too detailed/inflexible and would be
better left to be determined on a case-by-case basis, within the
overall aim of meeting local needs.

Comment: The intention was that Policy 11 covers the desired mix of
housing in any development scheme, regardless of size, location and type
whereas Policy 12 focuses particularly on affordable housing. On review it
appears that this could be made clearer, while recognising that any
commercial scheme put forward under HG5 is obliged to include a portion of
affordable housing and the optimum make up of that portion is appropriately
covered in this policy.

The requirements in Part 6 are derived from the housing evidence,
particularly the Husthwaite Parish Housing Needs Assessment and are
therefore considered important.

Recommendation:

Retain 11.4 but move para current paragraph 4.129 starting Self-build
can be provided on exception sites..” to the justification section for
Policy 11. Also revise Policy 12 as set out in comment below.

Amend 11.6 a) as follows: ‘all discount market sale provision should be
a price point to meet local affordable housing needs with the target
being 40% of market value subject to viability assessment;’

Policy 12 - Community
Led, Self and Custom
Build Housing

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy
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NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Comments:

Not clear what policy is intended to achieve. It may help to
consider self and custom build proposals as a whole then
consider those that are coming forward on an ‘affordable’ basis.
Part 2, d) — we would suggest that setting a maximum
floorspace size is not necessary for any type of affordable
housing including self-build. Due to the way that affordable
housing is funded it is rarely significantly larger than NDSS
requires. Such a requirement would in our view be better
applied to residential development more widely (as part of policy
11) as this is where houses tend to be much larger than the
NDSS requirement.

Comment:

A separate policy on community-led, self-build and custom build housing is
justified because these forms of development differ from general market
housing in their purpose, delivery model, and community benefits. They can
help meet identified local needs, widen housing choice, support affordability,
and enable small-scale, locally responsive schemes that may not come
forward under general housing policies alone.

Where self build is offered as a route to affordable home ownership, it is
important that controls are in place in relation to design, size, occupancy,
resale etc to ensure they are properly affordable. Where self build units or
plots are offered as market housing, then such restrictions are not
appropriate but the development is then subject to the same planning criteria
as for all other housing.

Recommendation:

Change Policy 12 title to Other Routes to Affordable Home Ownership.
Delete current 12.2 d) and e) and renumber accordingly.

Add in new 12.3 as follows:

‘Affordable self-build or custom-build housing, whether comprising a
single plot or more than one plot, will be supported where:

a) The proposal is supported by up-to-date local housing
evidence.

b) Dwellings adhere to the Nationally Described Space
Standard, [NDSS] +10%

c¢) Occupancy, local connection and affordability,
including anti-speculation measures and resale or
letting controls, are secured in perpetuity through a
Section 106 agreement or other appropriate legal
mechanism.

d) If a plot is not taken up by an eligible household within
a reasonable marketing period, it will be made
available for an alternative form of affordable housing,
subject to the terms of the planning obligation.’

Landowner

A Planning Consultant provided detailed comments on draft Policy 12
on behalf of a landowner in the Parish:

1.

Introduces additional criteria that are not clearly derived from
HLP including limits on dwelling size and requirement for
housing mix to directly reflect current Housing Needs
Assessment which criteria should be removed .

Comment: To the extent these comments are similar to those made by NYC,
please see the response above.

The policy reflects NPPF Para 76 which was introduced after the HLP was
adopted.

2. Appears to extend the rural exception approach beyond HLP There is no requirement that neighbourhood plans identify locations for this
and should be amended to align strictly with HG4 and HG5 . or any other type of housing.
3. Should clearly identify suitable locations .
Recommendation: No change to policy other than identified above.
EMPLOYMENT AND
COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
Objectives 17 Residents 94% supportive. Comment: An informal survey suggests a mixed broadband coverage in the
Parish although the business community would undoubtedly benefit from full
One comment: the UK’s low productivity is partly due to poor data fibre broadband. To the extent connectivity can be addressed in planning,
communications infrastructure. In Husthwaite, only the newer houses this is covered in draft Policy 30. It is also flagged for action by the Parish
on Highthorne Lane and the village school have full fibre broadband, Council in Local Projects 9 (Section 5 of draft Plan).
while the rest of the village has inadequate connectivity. This poses a
significant challenge for residents who wish to run businesses from Recommendation: Amend Local Project 9 by inserting as first bullet
home. point: ‘Carry out a full survey of the Parish in relation to broadband
speed and reliability to provide basis for further action’.
Policy 13 — Small Residents No specific comments on this Policy Comment:

Business Development

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Comments:
1. Part 1, d) — not necessary to require compliance with other
policies,

2. Part 1, h) — this could be too restrictive, as it may be appropriate
for an extension to reflect the nature of the use and move away
from the existing character or materials.

3. Part 1, j) — not necessary - should therefore be removed.

4. Part 2, b) — suggest rewording this requirement so that it is clear
what is expected of development proposals — what does
‘infrastructure’ mean here?

5. Part 2, c) — seems to potentially conflict with the requirements
for homes for rural workers set out in HLP policy HG4: Housing
Exceptions. All applicable requirements from HG4 should be
maintained.

Comment: Policy 13 is concerned with enabling rural enterprise through
live/lwork accommodation. Live/work units are not just occupation-restricted
dwellings in the countryside. They are mixed use units in which the
residential element is functionally linked to, and subordinate to, an on-site
business use. The purpose of Policy 13 is therefore not to relax countryside
protection for general housing, but to support rural enterprise in a controlled
way, subject to criteria that ensure the business function remains genuine
and primary, and that the scale, form and impact of the development remain
appropriate to the rural setting. On that basis, there is arguably no direct
conflict with HG4.

Recommendation:
1. Delete second part of 13.1d)
2. Delete words ‘retain the character of the original building and’ in
13.1h)
3. Delete 13.1j)
4. Amend 13.2b) by replacing ‘infrastructure’ with ‘ total floor area’.
5. No action.

Policy 14 — Supporting
Home Based
Businesses and
Working from Home

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Comments:
1. Criterion b) - this would seem to be unnecessary given the
requirements of HLP policy E2 Amenity.
2. Criterion d) — not necessary to require compliance with other
policies

Comment: We consider that referral to or brief repetition of the Development
Plan is required for some policies so as to set out all the key criteria.
Otherwise it appears as if certain elements, which are important for the
Neighbourhood Plan Development area based on the evidence (including
community engagement), have not been addressed..

Recommendation
1. No action
2. Delete the words ‘shall be designed having regard to policies in
this NDP and’ from 14.1d)

Policy 15 - Farm
Business
Diversification and
Rural Tourism

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Comments
1. Economic Development team suggests splitting into two
separate policies - one focused on farm diversification and one
on rural tourism — and this would provide greater clarity.

Comment: There is a significant overlap between farm diversification and
rural tourism in the context of Husthwaite. However, we consider the policy
heading and the presentation in two separate subsections makes clear that
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
2. Part 1, e) requires compliance with other policies so not these are not identical. Each sub section clearly lists the applicable criteria.
needed. Adding another policy would add to the length of the Plan.
3. Part 2, ¢) covered by other policy so not needed
4. Part 2, d) requires compliance with other policies so not As noted above, we consider that referral to or brief repetition of the
needed. Development Plan is required for some policies so as to set out all the key
criteria. Otherwise it appears as if certain elements, which are important for
the Neighbourhood Plan Development area based on the evidence (including
community engagement), have not been addressed.
Recommendation:
1. No action
2. Delete 15.1¢). Add the word ‘character’ after ‘landscape’ in
15.1¢).
3. No action
4. Delete 15.2 d) and renumber accordingly. Replace the 2nd part
of 15.2 c¢) with ‘ and are of a scale, form, design and landscape
treatment that responds positively to the surrounding landscape
character and local distinctiveness;’
FACILITIES,
AMENITIES AND
SERVICES
Objectives 20 Residents 80% supportive. Comment:
One comment: The strengthening of facilities, amenities and services Recommendation:
can only contribute positively to other policy objectives, notably
employment and commercial development and climate change.
Policy 16 — Protection Residents No specific comments on this Policy Comment:

and Enhancement of
Community Facilities

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Additional text suggested by Parish Liaison, Devolution and
Community Rights Team:

To ensure that the Neighbourhood Development Plan reflects current
Assets of Community Value legislation and is future proofed, as much
as can be, in expectation of further legislation, the following additional
paragraphs are suggested.

4.190 The designation of a community facility as an Asset of
Community Value (‘ACV’) provides the opportunity to give it added
protection to enable facilities to remain in use by the community.

4.191 The Localism Act 2011 defines an ACV as ‘a building or other
land is an asset of community value if its main use has recently been or
is presently used to further the social wellbeing or social interests of the
local community and could do so in the future’. The Localism Act states
that ‘social interests’ include cultural, recreational and sporting
interests. The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Bill
2025 includes proposals to expand this definition and also to
automatically list a range of sporting sites together with supporting
facilities.

4.192 Where an asset is ‘listed’ as an ACV the Parish Council or other
community interest groups will be given the opportunity to buy the
asset, in order to ensure it can be used by the local community, if it
comes up for sale on the open market or subject to a long-term lease of
over 25 years.

4.193 In developing the Husthwaite Neighbourhood Development Plan
some facilities have been identified as being of significant importance
to the local community, for example those referred to in Policy 16.

Comment: Noted with thanks
Recommendation:

Add new 16.3 as follows:

‘Development proposals that support the ability of an Asset of
Community Value (ACV) to benefit the local community will be
supported and encouraged. Where proposals could threaten the long-
term registration of an ACV, for example through a change of use, the
clear benefits to the local community of maintaining the asset’s ability
to retain its listing will be fully considered.’

Add new paragraphs to justification text as follows:

4.190 The designation of a community facility as an Asset of
Community Value (‘ACV’) provides the opportunity to give it added
protection to enable facilities to remain in use by the community.

The Localism Act 2011 defines an ACV as ‘a building or other land is an
asset of community value if its main use has recently been or is
presently used to further the social wellbeing or social interests of the
local community and could do so in the future’. The Localism Act states
that ‘social interests’ include cultural, recreational and sporting
interests. The English Devolution and Community Empowerment Bill
2025 includes proposals to expand this definition and also to
automatically list a range of sporting sites together with supporting
facilities.
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
There could be consideration to nominate these and any others that 4.191 Where an asset is ‘listed’ as an ACV the Parish Council or other
may be identified in the future as ACVs, to further ensure that they are | community interest groups will be given the opportunity to buy the
protected. asset, in order to ensure it can be used by the local community, if it
4.194 The inclusion of a specific policy in a neighbourhood plan with comes up for sale on the open market or subject to a long-term lease of
respect to ACVs provides the opportunity to give it formal recognition in | over 25 years.
the planning system. It ensures that the listing of an ACV is a material 4.192 In developing the Husthwaite Neighbourhood Development Plan
consideration (i.e., it must be taken into account) when determining a some facilities have been identified as being of significant importance
planning application. to the local community, for example those referred to in Policy 16.
POLICY TEXT: POLICY 16: Protection and Enhancement of There could be consideration to nominate these and any others that
Community Facilities. may be identified in the future as ACVs, to further ensure that they are
1. As written protected.The inclusion of a specific policy in a neighbourhood plan
2. As written with respect to ACVs provides the opportunity to give it formal
3. ASSETS OF COMMUNITY VALUE - Development proposals that recognition in the planning system. It ensures that the listing of an ACV
support the ability of an Asset of Community Value (ACV) to benefit the | is a material consideration (i.e., it must be taken into account) when
local community will be supported and encouraged. determining a planning application.
Where proposals could threaten the long-term registration of an ACV,
for example through a change of use, the clear benefits to the local
community of maintaining the asset’s ability to retain its listing will be
fully considered.
Policy 17 — Protection Residents No specific comments on this Policy Comment:

and Enhancement of
Open Space and
Recreation

Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Comment:
1. Part1-Figure 13 does not show the location of existing open space.
2. Figure 13 replicates table E1 from HLP. However, the table is not
replicated accurately. As such this is potentially misleading and
should be removed.

Comment: We apologise for the cross-referencing error. Figure 13 is largely
identical to the HLP table save that it contains two sections where the HLP
provision has been interpreted to apply specifically to the neigbhourhood plan
area. We suggest we make this clearer in the title and retain the table as
potentially helpful for developers to have the criteria set out in one place.

Recommendation:
1. Replace reference in 17.1 to Figure 13 with a reference to
Policies Map 3
2. Rename Figure 13 as ‘Open Space Requirements based on the
standards set by Hambleton Local Plan Policy IC3’.

Policy 18 — Local
Green Spaces

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

Suggest reference is made in part 2 to national green belt policy to
ensure correct application of policy.

Comment: Noted
Recommendation:
Replace the last sentence of para 4.203 with: ‘According to the NPPF,

areas designated as a LGS. will be protected as if they were ‘Green Belt’
land.

NYC Property Service

Confirmed no objection to LGS designation in relation to the two sites
owned by NYC: HPNDP1 (land opposite Drake House) and HPNDPS
(extension to play area) - shown on Policy Maps 7B and 7C (new
numbering).

Comment: Noted

Recommendation: No action

NYC Highways

Note that HPNDP1 was previously dedicated for a road improvement
scheme and the status of this would need to be resolved before
proceeding with designation.

Comment: Clarification has since been sought from NYC Highways
regarding whether there are any road improvement measures currently
planned for this area but we have received no response.
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

The uncertainty regarding the status of this area is of long standing and
wholly unsatisfactory. Kendrew Green is an historic green space and highly
valued by the community. Its maintenance is managed by Husthwaite Parish
Council supported by the HHNL and it is sensitively cultivated to promote its
rich biodiversity.

Given the separate confirmation from NYC Property Service that there is no
objection to designation of this site as a Local Green Space (see above), we
consider that the designation should proceed

Recommendation: No action

Husthwaite
Parochial Church
Council

The PCC recognises that while the Diocese of York allows the Parish
Council to decide on extending the Local Green Space (LGS)
designation across the churchyard, the PCC opposes it due to
concerns about potential interference with planned reordering,
including a small toilet/baby-changing extension. However, such a
building would still be permitted with Local Authority planning approval
even within an LGS. Overall, the writer prefers no LGS extension but
considers it less of a concern than initially thought.

Comment: The Parish Council was not aware of the PCC’s plans to apply
for permission for a small extension and do not wish to obstruct this
application. However, designation as an LGS would still permit ‘the
extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building’.
Given the restrictions that already exist in relation to development of a Grade
2*building, the LGS designation would not appear to make the PCC’s
project any more difficult. There does not seem any justification for
designating the area to the front of the church but not the back when these
form a continuous area of graveyard/garden/access around the church. The
designation would recognise the amenity value of the entire site as well as
its heritage and cultural importance i.e. people walking there can enjoy the
setting/view as well as appreciate the historic building, tombstones etc.

However further clarification of the effects of the designation may assist.

Recommendation: Add to justification text as follows:

‘LGS designation does not prevent the ongoing, essential operations
and maintenance of sites, nor put pressure on landowners to take any
particular action. Once land is designated as a Local Green Space, only
limited, compatible development is likely to be acceptable, typically
things that are related to the use of the space and do not undermine its
character, for example small scale facilities to support recreation,
gravedigging in churchyards, or works that are necessary for land
management and access.’

Policy 19 — Open Area
of Local Significance

EXPLANATORY
NOTE: The area
identified in Policy 19
(‘the OALS area’) is
not under single
ownership. In total
there are 4 separately
owned sites. One of
the four sites has
multiple owners who
responded collectively
and separately. One
site owner did not
comment. In total 5
separate responses
were received from
and on behalf of the
owners of 3 of the 4
sites. These
responses made

Legality and Status of the OALS Designation (including relationship
with other policies in the HPNDP)

Comment: Policy 19 is a lawful and appropriate neighbourhood plan policy.
Neighbourhood plans prepared under the Localism Act may include locally
specific policies for landscape, character, settlement form and heritage
setting, provided they are justified, positively prepared, and consistent with
the basic conditions. The designation of locally important open areas,
settlement gaps, areas of local landscape value, and similar locally significant
character areas is well-established in neighbourhood planning practice. Such
policies are used to provide finer-grained local guidance on how development
should respond to the landscape, settlement pattern, views, heritage setting
and rural character of a particular place. Policy 19 performs that role in the
Husthwaite Neighbourhood Plan. It does not create a new statutory
landscape designation, nor does it seek to operate as Green Belt or Local
Green Space. It identifies locally important open areas which make a
particular contribution to the character, setting, settlement form and visual
amenity of Husthwaite.

Draft Policy 19 does not impose an absolute prohibition on development. It
identifies matters that should be taken into account when considering
proposals affecting the area, and should be applied alongside the
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(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

many similar
arguments which
have been
summarised and
responded to here.

The policy is in breach of the Basic Conditions

Development Plan as a whole. The policy allows for development where it
can be demonstrated that it complies with policy 19 (2). Its purpose is
therefore not to prevent all development, but to ensure that any development
affecting these sensitive areas is properly assessed and designed to avoid
unacceptable harm.

The relationship between Policies 6, 19 and 10.4 has been reviewed. The
Plan does not seek to impose multiple or excessive constraints on
development. The wording of Policy 10.4 e) and f) have therefore been
amended (see above) so that Policy 10 cross-refers to the relevant
landscape and visual policies, rather than duplicating their requirements. This
improves clarity and ensures that the policies are read consistently as part of
the development plan as a whole. In addition, Policy 19 should be moved up
to sit in the Landscape section (as Policy 7).

The policy also does not remove private land rights or prevent landowners
from bringing forward planning applications. It identifies planning
considerations that should be taken into account when proposals are
assessed. Any application would still be determined on its merits, in
accordance with the Development Plan and other material considerations.

The justification for the OALS designation is based on a combination of
evidence, including:

« the Husthwaite Local Landscape Character Assessment;

* analysis of views and visual relationships;

+ assessment of settlement form and the historic linear structure of the
village;

* the relationship between the OALS area, the Conservation Area and the
wider rural setting;

» community consultation feedback;

* recent planning appeal decisions relating to two parts of the OALS area and
a previous assessment of suitability of another part by the District Council for
site allocation.

Recent appeal decisions provide particularly relevant and up-to-date
evidence. Parts of the area are specifically identified in three planning appeal
decisions from 2023 and 2025 as being of local importance (Appeal
references 331600, 3315276 and 3361703). Planning inspectors dismissing
the appeals confirmed the importance of these sites to the landscape and
heritage setting of Husthwaite The Inspectors found that development would
create a permanent and harmful suburbanising effect, would break the
historic linear form of the village, and would harm the significance of the
Conservation Area.

The OALS designation is therefore legitimate, locally justified and
proportionate. It provides a clear local policy framework for areas that make a
demonstrable contribution to Husthwaite’s character, setting and historic
form.

Recommendation: No change to policy save to bring it forwards in the plan
so sits with the other Landscape provisions and before Housing.

Comment:

The Parish Council is clear that Policy 19 complies with the Basic Conditions
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Lack of Public Access or Amenity Value and Lack of Recognised Public

or Valued Views

The Basic Conditions require among other matters that the making of the
Neighbourhood Plan has appropriate regard to national policy, contributes to
the achievement of sustainable development, is in general conformity with
the strategic policies of the Development Plan, and is compatible with
environmental and other legal obligations.

Policy 19 contributes to sustainable development by protecting environmental
quality, local distinctiveness, heritage significance and the landscape setting
of the village, while still allowing development where unacceptable harm can
be avoided.

The policy is also in general conformity with the Development Plan’s strategic
approach to settlement form, countryside character, landscape impact,
heritage assets and design quality. It provides a local, fine-grained
application of those wider objectives, based on Husthwaite-specific evidence.
That evidence includes the Local Landscape Character Assessment, views
analysis, assessment of historic settlement pattern, Conservation Area
setting considerations, appeal decisions and community feedback. The policy
is therefore locally justified and proportionate.

The Basic Conditions Statement will set out how the Plan as a whole,
including Policy 19, satisfies the Basic Conditions. No evidence has been
provided in the representation to demonstrate that Policy 19 would cause the
Plan to fail those conditions. North Yorkshire Council has confirmed that it
has no concerns about the draft plan meeting the basic conditions (other than the
repetition of existing planning policies - not relevant here) and also did not raise any
concerns about draft Policy 19 (see below).

Recommendation: No change to the policy.

Comment:

The purpose of Policy 19 is not to designate land as publicly accessible open
space or as Local Green Space. The policy seeks to recognise the
contribution made by important open areas to the landscape setting, historic
form and rural character of Husthwaite. Public access across the land is
therefore not a necessary requirement.

The inner open fields of Husthwaite form a continuous sweep of undeveloped
pastoral landscape, creating the village’s distinctive “green heart”, identified
in the Local Landscape Character Assessment. This landscape contributes
to the village in many different ways including:

e Views from public footpaths within the OALS area which include views
of the Church and north towards the Kilburn White Horse and longer
distance views across the Vale of Mowbray and towards the Pennines

e Views from the Conservation Area into the rural interior

These views help residents and visitors understand the historic form and
setting of the village and its relationship with the surrounding countryside.
The public footpaths through the OALS area are part of a network of
footpaths which connect the village to the surrounding countryside including
the HHNL.
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The relationship to Historic Form and the Conservation Area

Further, the pastoral character of the land together with its mature
hedgerows and tree belts of the land provides year-round visual amenity and
contributes strongly to the village’s rural ambience and setting.

The importance of this type of open land has also been recognised in recent
appeal evidence relating to the northern part of the site (behind Prospect
Cottages). The inspector noted the prominence of the site as an important
feature and its role in emphasising the connection between the village and
surrounding countryside. The Inspector also considered that, having regard
to the wording of Hambleton Local Plan Policy HG5d, the open agricultural
land of the appeal site represented open space which acts as visual amenity.

The absence of public access across a particular parcel of land does not
mean that it lacks local significance. The OALS designation is justified where
land is visually experienced from public routes, contributes to the setting of
the Conservation Area, reinforces the historic form of the settlement, or
provides visual amenity as part of the wider rural landscape.

Recommendation: No change to the policy.

Comment :

The relationship between the OALS area, the historic form of Husthwaite and
the setting of the Conservation Area is a relevant and justified basis for Policy
19. The policy does not seek to prevent all development around the village,
but to recognise those open areas which make a particular contribution to the
settlement’s character, legibility and rural setting.

The inner open fields that comprise the OALS area form a coherent pastoral
landscape that defines the historic and visual structure of the village. Their
key characteristics include:

. A central green core framed by hedgerows and tree belts;

. Visual connections between the Conservation Area and surrounding
countryside; and

. Long-established field patterns reflecting the village’s agricultural
origins.

These features help explain how the village has developed as a rural
settlement and how its built form relates to its agricultural landscape setting.
They also contribute to the experience of the Conservation Area, including
views out from the historic core into the surrounding countryside and views
back towards the village from public routes.

Several appeal decisions provide supporting evidence for this judgement.
This landscape plays an important role in maintaining the historic linear form
of the settlement and its rural setting. The Planning inspector in the latest
Prospect Cottages appeal commented that the existing development around
the OALS area appeared as "logical infill rather than a projection into the
surrounding countryside”. This supports the view that limited, well-related infill
may be materially different from more extensive development that would
extend into the open pastoral landscape.— While individual new village style
properties have been introduced over time this does not mean that the wider
open landscape has lost its significance and they have not had the
suburbanising effect which larger scale development would have in eroding
the clear relationship between the village and its countryside setting, and
weakening the contribution made by the Conservation Area’s rural context.
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Landscape Role and Village Character (raised on behalf of owner of
southern area referred to here as ‘adjacent to Gibbet Hill’

Previous Planning Permission and Applications

The relationship to historic form and the Conservation Area is therefore a
legitimate and locally evidenced justification for the policy.

Recommendation: No change to the policy.

Comment:

The land adjacent to Gibbet Hill performs a specific role in defining the
village’s rural setting.

Evidence supporting this includes:

. Landscape character assessments

. Views and visual relationship analysis
. Settlement pattern analysis

. Community consultation feedback

The fields contribute to the visual envelope of the village, maintain separation
between built development and open countryside, and form part of the
broader green heart landscape structure.

The policy is designed to resist development that would harm these qualities
while still allowing proposals that clearly conserve or enhance them.

Recommendation: No change to the policy.

Comment:
The planning history does not undermine Policy 19. Rather, the more recent
planning history provides important support for the policy.

One part of the OALS area was allocated for housing development in the
previous Local Development Framework . Outline planning permission was
granted in early 2015 and reserved matters approved in 2019 but this
permission was not actioned and expired— The position changed materially
with the adoption of the Hambleton Local Plan in February 2022, when the
site was not carried forward as a housing allocation.

Since-then the adoption of the current Local Plan there have been three
recent planning submissions for development on two of the sites:

. All three applications were refused.

. All three subsequent appeals were dismissed by Planning Inspectors
(Appeal references 331600, 3315276 and 3361703). The Inspectors
concluded that development would lead to significant harm to the character
and appearance of the area and would fail to preserve the setting of the
Husthwaite Conservation Area.

These decisions provide strong recent and directly relevant evidence that the
sites makes an important contribution to the landscape, settlement form and
heritage setting of Husthwaite. They therefore support, rather than weaken,
the justification for Policy 19.

Further, another of the sites within the OALS area (south-west section) was
submitted to Hambleton DC for allocation in the current Local Development
Framework and discarded in 2016 as it performed poorly against policy
objective 5 - to provide a good quality built environment, including green
spaces and green infrastructure corridors. The summary appraisal provided
to the Parish Council concluded that 'the site is in a highly sensitive location’.
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Housing Need and Development Pressure

The lack of consultation with the Landowners prior to the Reg 14
consultation period and documentation being published publicly.

Community Support - the 16 other responses from the local community
agreed with the objectives that underpin this draft Policy (see above).

The earlier existence of an unimplemented and now expired permission does
not establish that the land is suitable for development under the current
Development Plan context. The more recent Local Plan position, site
assessment evidence and appeal decisions all point to the sensitivity of the
area and support the need for a locally specific policy framework.

Recommendation: No change to the policy.

Comment:

Policy 19 does not seek to restrict all development but seeks to recognise the
sensitivity of this space in accordance with a strong evidence base. The
draft HPNDP is supported by a Housing Needs Assessment (December
2024) prepared by specialist consultants. The study concludes that housing
needs over the next ten years can be met through:

. Small-scale organic development

. Emphasis on smaller and affordable homes

Draft Policy 19 does not rule out appropriate small scale forms of
development which take into account the criteria set in the policy, that might
contribute to these housing needs.

Recommendation: No action

Comment:

The Parish Council is satisfied that the preparation of Policy 19 has not been
procedurally improper. The draft Plan, including Policy 19, was published for
Regulation 14 consultation, providing an opportunity for landowners,
residents, statutory bodies and other interested parties to make
representations before the draft Plan is finalised for submission.

Shortly before the Reg 14 consultation began, out of courtesy the Chair of
the Parish Council hand-delivered letters to affected landowners explaining
the proposed designation. One landowner, whose identity and address had
not been confirmed at that stage, received the letter a few days later. The
letter made clear that the designation was a draft proposal and had no
planning weight at that stage. The landowners were invited to comment
through the Regulation 14 consultation process and their representations
have been carefully considered as part of that process.

There has been frequent communication with the local community
throughout the neighbourhood plan preparation process. Earlier engagement
identified clear community support for protecting the green spaces, open
land, hedgerows, trees, wildlife and valued views which contribute to
Husthwaite’s character and setting. The Parish Council’s role is to prepare a
plan that reflects the interests of the Parish as a whole, while taking proper
account of landowner, resident and statutory consultee representations.

There will be further opportunities to comment at later stages, including the
Regulation 16 consultation undertaken by the Local Planning Authority after
submission.

Recommendation: No change to the policy.
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Comment:

This reflects the feedback obtained throughout the neighbourhood plan
engagement process. In particular, the Parish Survey (April-May 2024 ) found
strong support for:

. Retaining the village’s green spaces

. Protecting hedgerows, trees and wildlife

. Preserving valued public views

. Maintaining separation between historic village form and newer

development

The Parish Council’s role is to represent the interests of the whole
community, and the Neighbourhood Plan reflects the preferences expressed
through consultation.

Recommendation: No action.

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We note that this is a new policy added since the initial draft we
commented on last year. However, we do not have any comments to
make.

Comment: Noted

Recommendation: No action

CLIMATE CHANGE

Objectives

16

Residents

Completely support the objectives to promote sustainable low carbon
development but believe this has to be community scale and
decentralised in nature and making a positive contribution to the village
and its population. The current upsurge in applications to turn
productive agricultural land into large scale solar and battery storage
farms will only benefit developers - mainly non-UK - and a few
landowners to the detriment of everyone else. There are other solutions
available which can be of benefit to all, but they need the support of the
local council and central government.

Do not support local community solar farm, but would support small-
scale windfarms as much more efficient

Industrial scale land based solar is a grossly inefficient use of scarce
and valuable farmland and is a bubble that will burst in the not too
distant future. Solar panels should be restricted to commercial and
domestic rooftops.

There is no mains gas supply to the village and as all carbon based
fuels are phased out they will be replaced by electricity. Hopefully, the
threat of fracking for shale gas will not re-occur and the additional
pylons distributing electricity to homes and cars will not be a bigger eye
sore than they already are. The electrical field from high voltage lines
is harmful despite claims to the contrary.

Comment: Noted

Recommendation: No action

Policy 20 -
Sustainable Design
and Low Carbon Heat

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We have no comments to make on this policy.

Comment: Noted

Recommendation: No action

Policy 21 — Renewable
Energy Generation

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation:
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We would suggest reviewing this policy with the aim of consolidating
similar elements from across the different types of renewable energy
generation into a section to apply to all forms of renewable energy
generation. This would improve clarity and consistency as well as
reducing the length of the policy. We would also suggest considering
whether detailed requirements for each type of energy generation need
to be set out in policy when more general requirements (including
existing requirements in other planning policy) could address concerns.
Part 1 — the first paragraph here doesn’t need to be part of the policy
and could be part of supporting text.

Part 2 b) - it is not clear what folded farmland is. This should be defined
in supporting text or this part of the policy should be reworded to
ensure clarity. Additionally, this requirement may be too restrictive
given the nature and function of solar panels.

Part 2 c) — this part of the policy would appear not to be necessary
given other adopted and neighbourhood plan policies. Please review
whether this could be removed.

Part 2 e) — this part of the policy would appear not to be necessary
given other adopted and neighbourhood plan policies. Please review
whether this could be removed.

Part 3, h) — there is an underlying principle of planning policy that
assumes that all other regulatory processes and requirements are
applied and operated properly, and that there is no need to
restate/replicate any requirements of such systems/processes in
planning policy. Therefore, this part should be removed.

Comment: The different types of renewable energy generation have
individual unique characteristics which will impact the parish environment in
different ways. While it might be possible to cluster some of the general
requirements, the detailed policy text under each renewable energy source is
regarded as necessary.

As regards the comments against paragraphs 2c and 2e, we know from
recent experience with a local solar application that the negative impacts on
the setting of heritage assets and the natural environment do not appear
always to be given due regard in the planning balance, and therefore do
bear repeating if only for emphasis.

Further detail could be added to give more granularity/specificity in this plan
to reflect the assurances that are routinely given relating to mitigation and the
use of good agricultural land for renewable schemes which need to be
supported by enforceable financial obligations. This reflects the evidence
base including community concerns about the long term impact of such
schemes, issues repeatedly flagged by the Wildlife Trusts relating to securing
biodiversity gain and the standard directions given by Natural England.

Recommendation:
Move the first paragraph of Policy 21.1 into the justification text

Amend policy 21.2 b) by removing the words “in sheltered or folded
farmland areas”

Revise Policy 21.2d ) as follows:'The design and layout of the
installation minimises visual impact including cumulative effect,
preserves rural character, facilitates co-agriculture and incorporates
appropriate landscape screening and sustainable mitigation using
native planting where necessary .’

Add a new paragraph at end of Policy 21.2

‘In addition, all proposals must demonstrate:

g) in a detailed landscape assessment, how the landscape
and visual impacts have been assessed and addressed, with
regard to the Hambleton Landscape Character Assessment
(2016) and the Husthwaite Local Landscape Character
Analysis (2025);

h) in a detailed landscape management plan, how any
landscape measures (including mitigation planting) will be
maintained and funded throughout the life of the scheme;

i) satisfactory arrangements for the removal of the solar
array and all associated infrastructure if the installation
becomes redundant or reaches the end of its permitted
operational period, in ways which provide for the full
restoration of soil quality, drainage and land profile, so that
the land can return to productive agricultural use or to
another appropriate open use that contributes to local green
infrastructure, biodiversity or informal recreation;
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THEME AND POLICY REF

COMMENTS RECEIVED

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

j) how any biodiversity net gain achieved during the
lifetime of the development would be retained, protected or,
where appropriate, enhanced through the restoration
process; and

k) adequate, legally secured funding to ensure that
decommissioning , remediation ,restoration and aftercare are
fully implemented.

Delete Policy 21.3h).

Add to Justification Text :

‘DEFRA’s Land Use Strategy published in March 2026 acknowledges
the impact of climate change on farming practices and also the
competing demands for land for food production, housing, nature
recovery, energy production and resilient communities and landscape.
It stresses the need to retain high quality land for agriculture and
promotes the multi-functional use of land.

In its standard advice on solar schemes, which are almost always
presented as temporary use of land albeit for long periods, Natural
England calls for conditions to be imposed to protect good agricultural
land including compliance with DEFRA’s Code of Practice for the
Sustainable Use of Soils in Construction and for the full restoration of
the land on decommissioning.’

Policy 22 - Local Energy
Storage

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:
Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We would suggest that the requirements of this policy are reviewed as
it appears that many repeat or are similar to existing or proposed
policies. It may be possible to combine with policy 21.

Comment: As battery storage is functionally different to renewable energy
generation and raises a number of different concerns, it seems appropriate
to address separately. In particular, commercial scale battery storage raises
additional and very significant safety issues.

Recommendation:

Add a new paragraph 22.1 i) ‘ A detailed Battery Safety Management Plan is
submitted and the installation will not be brought into operation until the Plan
has been independently assessed by a suitably qualified and competent
professional with relevant expertise in battery energy storage safety.’

Policy 23 - Transition
from Oil and Bottle Gas
Heating

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:
Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We have no comments to make on this policy.

Comment: Noted
Recommendation: No action

INFRASTRUCTURE

Objectives

17

Residents

One resident suggested this section should also stress the current and
growing importance of data communications infrastructure. As noted under
section EMPLOYMENT AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT, with few
exceptions, the village's broadband communications infrastructure is
mediocre and can only have a detrimental impact on the future development
of the village.

Comment: Noted. We have addressed these comments in relation to Policies 27
and 30 below.

Recommendation: No action

Husthwaite Parish Neighbourhood Development Plan 2026 Consultation Statement - Appendix 13 — Response Report

31




THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
More publicity should be given to local environmental breaches by Yorkshire
Water. Anecdotally there have been numerous sewerage leaks and these
should be more widely understood and rectified.
Policy 24 - Residents No specific comments on this Policy Comment:

Infrastructure for
Development

Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We would suggest deleting this policy as there is no need to restate the need
to comply with other existing policies.

Comment: Infrastructure issues of varying types have been raised by many
residents throughout the community engagement process. While we
recognise that new development cannot be expected to address existing
problems, it can be required not to make the situation worse. However, we
recognise the direct overlap between this policy and Development Plan and
on balance agree it can be removed.

Recommendation: Delete Policy 24 but retain the justification text as
general justification for the three specific infrastructure policies that
follow.

Policy 25 -
Sustainable Drainage

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:

Recommendation: No action

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We think that the use of the term ‘natural’ SuDS is a bit strange as SuDS are
meant to mimic natural systems and as such all SuDS could be considered to
be ‘natural’ (if they do not mimic natural processes then they are not SuDS).
We would suggest simplifying this by just identifying the types of SuDS you
consider to be more appropriate.

Comment: Not all SuDS can be considered natural; sustainable Drainage
Systems, or SuDS, and natural flood management, or NFM, are related but
distinct approaches to managing water. SuDS are primarily site-based
measures used within or alongside development to control surface water
runoff in a more sustainable way than conventional pipes and drains. They
typically include features such as permeable paving, swales, detention
basins, rain gardens, and ponds, and are designed to slow, store, treat, and
in some cases infiltrate runoff close to where it falls. Natural flood
management is generally broader and catchment-based. It uses natural
processes and landscape features to reduce flood risk across a wider area,
for example by restoring wetlands, re-meandering watercourses, planting
trees, creating leaky dams, reconnecting rivers to floodplains, or improving
soil structure to increase infiltration and water retention. In simple terms,
SuDS are usually part of the design and drainage strategy of a particular
development site, whereas natural flood management is more concerned
with restoring or working with the wider landscape to reduce downstream
flood peaks. The two approaches can overlap and complement one another,
but they operate at different scales and often serve different planning and
land management purposes. Policy 25 addresses the first type and Policy 26
the latter.

Recommendation: No action.

Policy 26 — Natural
Flood Management
Solutions

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:
Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood

There is no need to restate the need to comply with other existing

Comment: Noted

Planning policies. Recommendation: delete “and comply with HLP Policy RM2’
Environment No objections to the submission of the Husthwaite Neighbourhood Comment: Noted
Agency Development Plan, and overall welcome the Plan’s ambitions to protect

and enhance the environment. With a large area of Flood Zones 2 and
3 to the north of Ings Beck, it is welcomed that Policy 26 — Natural
Flood Management Solutions takes adequate account of flood risk in
the Plan area by directing new proposals to areas at the lowest risk.

Recommendation: None
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THEME AND POLICY REF NUMBER OF STATUTORY SUMMARY CONTENT STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE
COMMUNITY CONSULTEES
COMMENTS RECEIVED (PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)
Policy 27 — Resilient 4 Residents Residents have concerns about infrastructure and safety in Husthwaite. | Comment: As raised in the NYC response below , there is a planning
Sewage and Drainage Natural springs, particularly along The Nookin, create hazardous icy assumption that all regulatory and statutory requirements will be fully applied
Infrastructure road conditions in winter, increasing the risk of accidents and requiring | to all applications. This therefore limits the scope of any additional provisions
action. They stress that no new development should proceed until the in neighbourhood plans.
village’s sewage treatment works and sewerage system are upgraded,
capacity is increased, and surface water drainage is improved. However, while development cannot be prevented because of existing
Concerns are also expressed about untreated sewage spills and the problems, Applicants should be required to demonstrate that any proposed
role of Yorkshire Water as a monopoly provider, with the view that no scheme does not make the situation worse in the interests of both future
additional connections should be permitted until the system can cope. and current residents and it is appropriate and helpful for the draft Plan to
identify specific existing issues which Applicants need to address.
Recommendation: No action.
NYC Neighbourhood Review because repeats existing policy. Should assume all other Comment: This issue was raised repeatedly during community engagement.
Planning regulatory processes and requirements are applied and operated The Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023 states that neighbourhood
properly, and that there is no need to restate/replicate any plans should provide for local infrastructure and therefore the repetition is felt
requirements of such systems/processes in planning policy necessary to ensure a coherent policy.
Recommendation: No action
ACCESS AND Comment:
CONNECTIVITY Recommendation:
Objectives 17 Residents Residents expressed concern about worsening road safety in the Comment: Noted but limiting road use and dealing with maintenance fall
village due to increasing numbers of large agricultural vehicles, more outside the scope of a neighbourhood plan. The issues flagged have largely
HGV traffic, and frequent speeding. They recommend introducing traffic | been dealt with in the Local Projects section.
calming measures, a 20mph speed limit, and radar or laser-activated
speed signs to improve safety. They also call for better maintenance of | Recommendation: Address in Local Projects section as set out below .No
footpaths, urging landowners and farmers to ensure paths are not policy changes proposed.
ploughed over or left unrestored after sowing.
Policy 28 — 2 Residents Residents highlight concerns about the village’s narrow, outdated Comment: Largely addressed in Local Projects and draft Policies.

Sustainable Access
and Transport

roads, which handle all incoming goods traffic. Criticising the County
Council’s road maintenance, describing pothole repairs as inadequate
and inconsistent. As described above there are calls for a 20mph
speed limit through Husthwaite and a ban on pavement parking to
improve safety and road conditions.

Recommendation:
Add to Local Project 1 -
e Continue to report all significant potholes to NYC and press for
speedy and effective repair.

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We would suggest that the requirements of this policy are reviewed as it
appears that some repeat or are similar to existing or proposed policies.

Comment: This Policy covers areas that have been consistently flagged by residents
in community engagement. We therefore feel it appropriate to consolidate and
emphasise relevant policy.

Recommendation: No action

Policy 29 — Footways,
Pedestrian Links,
Public Rights of Way

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We have no comments to make on this policy.

Comment: Noted
Recommendation: No action

Policy 30 - Digital
Infrastructure,
Resilience and
Investment

Residents

No specific comments on this Policy

Comment:
Recommendation:

NYC Neighbourhood
Planning

We would suggest considering the inclusion of energy storage solutions in
this policy given the requirements of policy 22.

Comment: This policy is aimed at small scale storage capacity e.g. small cabinet or
pole mounted batteries that back up mobile data signals whereas Policy 22 is more
focussed on larger scale storage to meet energy needs.

Recommendation: No action
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THEME AND POLICY REF

NUMBER OF
COMMUNITY
COMMENTS RECEIVED

STATUTORY
CONSULTEES

SUMMARY CONTENT

STEERING GROUP COMMENT & RECOMMENDED RESPONSE

(PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT POLICY TEXT ARE IN RED)

ANNEX A — FULL COPY OF ALL RESPONSES RECEIVED (community online form responses anonymised, community letters and emails anonymised, statutory responses) - see separate documents
ANNEX B - NEW OR REVISED POLICY MAPS - see separate document

ANNEX C - SUMMARY OF DESIGN CODE FOR INCLUSION IN DRAFT PLAN - see below
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ANNEX C - HUSTHWAITE DESIGN CODE IN ANUTSHELL (NEW INFORMATION BOX TO GO ALONGSIDE POLICIES 1 AND 2)

Information Box : Husthwaite Design Code

1. Purpose of the Design Code 4. Design Codes & Guidance
® Gives the community strong influence over how new development looks and feels.
e Ensures development is attractive, sustainable, and in keeping with Husthwaite’s historic rural character. The document sets out mandatory codes (MUST) and guidance (SHOULD/COULD) across several themes.
e Forms part of the Neighbourhood Plan and is a material consideration in planning decisions.
° A. Conservation Area
2. Community Vision e Development must follow the 1987 Conservation Area Appraisal.
The community’s aspirations focus on: e High standards for materials, detailing, and alterations.
e Protecting historic character o Heritage assets require rigorous assessment.
® Respecting the rural setting e Trees and demolition are tightly controlled.
e Enhancing nature and biodiversity B. Design Response
e Improving health and wellbeing New development must:
e Championing sustainability e Respond positively to local context.
® Supporting a vibrant, balanced community e Either harmonise, complement, or innovate—but always in a way that respects scale, form, materials, and
This vision was shaped through consultations, drop-in events, and feedback during the Neighbourhood Plan process. character.
e Demonstrate how the design code has shaped the proposal.
3. Understanding Husthwaite C. Layout, Grain & Scale
e Building lines and setbacks must align with neighbouring properties.
The parish is divided into two area types: e Active frontages and natural surveillance encouraged.
e Urban grain should reflect Husthwaite’s fine-grained, historic pattern.
Area 1 — Husthwaite Village e Scale should remain 1-2 storeys, respecting village character.
e Historic core with a Conservation Area and nine listed buildings. D. Materials & Details
e Linear village form along Low Street, High Street, and The Nookin. e Use of local brick, sandstone, red pantiles, grey slate.
® Characterised by: e Traditional boundary treatments: stone/brick walls, hedges, cast iron railings.
o Red pantiles, grey slate, sandstone, rustic brick e Windows, doors, and detailing should reflect local vernacular.
o Long burgage plots E. Village Edge
o Village greens, hedgerows, mature trees e Development must transition sensitively to countryside.
o Mix of historic cottages, farmsteads, and modest modern infill e Maintain hedgerows, trees, and rural character.
e Important views include the Kilburn White Horse, St Nicholas’s Church, and long rural vistas. e Avoid harsh urban edges.
F. Countryside Design Principles
Area 2 — Countryside e Protect landscape character, views, and biodiversity.
e Rolling farmland, hedgerows, orchards, and rural lanes. e Farmstead-style layouts and agricultural building forms are preferred.
® Scattered farmsteads and agricultural buildings. o Development must be low-impact and rural in appearance.
e Strong landscape character influenced by the Howardian Hills National Landscape. G. Carbon Smart Design
e Extensive views to the North York Moors, Pennines, and across the Vale of York. e Encourages low-carbon construction, energy efficiency, and climate resilience.

e Promotes sustainable drainage, biodiversity enhancements, and reduced embodied carbon
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