For official use only (date received): 07/03/2016 16:10:02

QUESTIONNAIRE (s78) and {(s20) PLANNING AND LISTED BUILDING CONSENT
(Online Version)

You must ensure that a copy of the completed questionnaire, together with any enclosures, is sent to the appellant/agent. You must

include details of the statutory development plan, even [f you intend to rely more heavily on some other emerging plan.

This and any documents which you have indicated as 'To follow' should also be sent to the case officer by the date given In the start
letter.

If notification or consultation under an Act, Order or Departmental Circular would have been necessary before granting permission and
has not yet taken place, please inform the appropriate bodies of the appeal now and ask for any comments to be sent direct to us by
the date your statement is due,

Appeal Reference APP/ W9500/W/16/3 1444_:.7'”

Appeal By MR R WALKER

South Moor Farm
Langdale End

Site Address

l.a. Do you consider the written representation procedure to be suitable? Yes O No o

Note: If the written procedure is agreed, the Inspector will visit the site unaccompanied by either party unless the relevant part of the
site cannot be seen from a road or other public land, or it Is essential for the Inspector to enter the site to check measurements or
other relevant facts.

1.b. Do you wish to be heard by an Inspector at; Inquiry £ Hearing &

2.a. If the written procedure is agreed, can the relevant part of the appeal site

be seen from a road, public footpath, bridleway or other public land? Yes & No a

2.b. Is it essentlal for the Inspector to enter the site to assess the impact of the

Yes [l No o
proposal?

2.c. Are there any known health and safety issues that would affect the conduct

of the site inspection? Yes o No o

Please describe

May be livestock in field tha

3.a. Are there any other appeals or matters relating to the same site still being

considered by us or the Secretary of State? ves [t No &

3.b, Are there any other appeals or matters adjacent or close to the site still

o]
being considered by us or the Secretary of State? ves [ No

4. Does the appeal relate to an application for approval of reserved matters? Yes 1 No i

5. Was a site ownership certificate submitted with the application? Yes W No O
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6, Did you give publicity to the application in accordance with either Article 15 of
the DMPO 2015, Section 67/73 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1950 or Regulation 5 of the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Regulations 19907

6.a. Please send a copy of the notice published

i/ see 'Questionnajre Documents' section
6.b. Please send any representations received as a result of that notice

# see 'Questionnaire Documents’ section

Is the appeal site within:

7.a. A Green Belt?
7.b. An Area of Qutstanding Natural Beauty?

8. Is there a known surface or underground mineral interest at or within 400
metres of the appeal site which is likely to be a material consideration in
deterrnining the appeal?

Yes

Yes

Yes

0 No

9, Would the development require the stopping up or diverting of a public right
of way?

10.a. Is the site in a Conservation Area?
10.b. Is the site adjacent to a Conservation Area?

10.c. Does the appeal proposal include the demoiition of a non-listed building
within a conservation area?

11.a. Does the proposed development involve the demolition, alteration or
extension of a Grade I/ I1* / II listed building?

11.b. Would the proposed development affect the setting of a listed building?

12. Has a grant been made under s3A or s4 of the Historic Buildings and Ancient
Monuments Act 19537

13.a. Would the proposals affect an Ancient Monument (whether scheduled or
not)?

13.h, Was Historic England consulted?

Please send a copy of any comments

@ see 'Questionnaire Documents' section
14, Is any part of the site subject to a Tree Preservation Order?

15, Have you made a Local Development Order under s61A to 61C of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as inserted by s40 of the Planning & Computsory
Purchase Act 2004) relating to the application site?

16. Does the appeal involve persons claiming Gypsy/Travelier status, whether or
not this is accepted by the planning authority?

17.a. Is the appeal site in or adjacent to or likely to affect an SSSI or an
Internationally designated site (ie. ¢cSAC, SAC, pSPA, SPA Ramsar)?
Please attach the comments of Natural England

wf see 'Questionnajre Documents' gection

17.b. Are any protected species likely to be affected by the proposals?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

[1 No
[ No

¥ No
¥ No

O No

] No

¥ No

¥ No

B E & X

&
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Please attach the comments of Natural England ar attach details, including relevant extracts of any
protected species standing advice that has been considered,

@l see 'Questionnaire Documents' section

Environmental |

18.a.i. Is the proposed development Schedule 1 development as described in
Schedule 1 of the Town and Country Planning {Environmental Impact Yes O No v
Assessment) Regulations 2011?

Environmental In_jpaf_c_‘.__l:' _A"ésés_sn_fl n

18.b.i. Is the proposed development Schedule 2 development as described in
Column 1, Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact  Yes # No l
Assessment) Regulations 20117

18.b.Ji. Under which description of development in Column 1 {ie Nos 1-13) 10 o :

18.b.ili. Is the development within ar partly within a 'sensitive area' as defined
by Regulation 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Yes ¥ No O
Assessment) Regulations 20117

Please provide details:

18.b.iv. Is the applicable threshold/criteria in Column 2 exceeded/met? Yes [0 No wf

Environmental Imp'a,tit Assessment -'Screening _

18.c.i. Have you issued a screening opinion {(SO) Yes ¥ No O
Please attach a copy of the SO that was placed on the planning register, and any other related
correspondence

@] see ‘Questionnaire Documents! section

18.¢.ii. Did the SO state that the proposed development is EIA development as

Y N wf
defined by the EIA Regulations? s °

Yes [l No W

19. Have all notifications or consultations under any Act, Order or Departmental

Y
Circular, necessary before granting permission, taken place? es ¥ No O

Please attach copies of any comments that you have received in response,

wf see 'Questionnaire Documents' section

20. Do you wish to attach your statement of case? Yes 0O No o
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For appeals dealt with by written representations only -

21, If this appeal is not following the written representations expedited
' i Yes W No [
procedure, do you intend to send a statement of case about this appeal?

Copies of the following documents must, if appropri_ate; b tt:

22.a. a copy of the letter with which you notified people about the appeal; i
] see '"Questionnaire Documents' section

22.b. a list of the people you notified and the deadline you gave for their comments to be sent to o
us;

¥ see "Questionnaire Documents’ section
Deadiine 04/04/2016 - !

22.c. all representations received from interested parties about the original application; i

t see 'Questionnaire Documents’ section

22.d. the planning officer's report to committee or delegated report on the application and any other o
relevant documents/minutes;

@] see 'Questionnaire Documents' section

22.e. any representations received as a result of a service of a site ownership notification; ]
22.f, extracts from any relevant statutory development plan policies (even if you intend to rely more
heavily on the emerging plan);

You must include the front page, the title and date of the approval/adoption, please glve the stalus of the plan. Copies of the policies
should Incfude the relevant supporting text. You must provide this even if the appeal is against non-determination.

o see 'Questionnaire Documents’ section

57,13, 14 8

List of policies Core Policies A, C & H and De\.relopmenPOII

22.9. extracts of any relevant policies which have been 'saved' by way of a Direction; ]

22.h. extracts from any supplementary planning guidance, that you consider necessary, together
with its status, whether it was the subject of public consultation and consequent modification, |
whether it was formally adopted and if so, when;

22.1. extracts from any supplementary planning document that you consider necessary, together

with the date of its adoption; L
In the case of emerging documents, please state what stage they have reached.
22.j. a comprehensive list of conditions which you consider should be imposed if planning 0

permission is granted;

You need not attach this to the other questionnaire papers, but it should reach us by the date your statement Is due. This list must be
submitted separately from your appeal statement,

22.k. if any Development Plan Document (DPD) or Neighbourhood Plan relevant to this appeal has

been examined and found sound/met the basic conditions and passed a referendum, the date the

DPD or Neighbourhood Plan is likely to be adopted and, if you consider this date will be before the
Inspector's decision on this appeal is issued, an explanation of the Council's policy position in [}
respect of this appeal upon its adoption. You should also include an explanation of the status of

existing policies and plans, as they relate to this appeal, upon adoption and which (if any) will be
superseded;

22.L. if any DPD or Neighbourhood Plan relevant to this appeal has been submitted for examination,

or in the case of a Neighbourhood Plan has been examined and is awaiting a referendum, an

explanation of any substantive changes in the progress of the emerging plan, and their refevance to O
this appeal If it is considered that the plan will not be adopted before the Inspector's decision on this
appeal is issued;
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22,m. your Authority's CIL charging schedule is being/has been examined;
22.n. your Authority's CIL charging schedule has been/is likely to be adopted;

22.0. any other relevant information or correspondence you consider we should know about.

v see "Questionnaire Documents' section

Forthe Mayor of London cases

23.a. Was it necessary to notify the Mayor of London about the application? Yes O No

23.b. Did the Mayor of London issue a direction to refuse planning permission? Yes O No

I certify that a copy of this appeal questionnaire and any enclosures will be sent to the appellant or
agent today.

LPA's reference NYM/20 15/0781/FL |
Completed by \f"-'fe.n'dy Strangeway '
On behalf of North York Moors National Park Authority .-

Please provide the details of the officer we can contact for this appeal, if different from the Planning
Inspectorate’s usual contact for this type of appeal.

Name
Phone no (inciuding dialling code)

Email

se _a:d'\;r'iisé'the case gffi'céj{of any changes in circumstances occurting after the return of -

the questionnaire.
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Appeal Reference

Appeal By

Slte Address

APP/WS500/W/16/3144478
MR R WALKER

YO13 OLW

South Moor Farm
Langdale End
SCARBORQUGH

The documents listed belowwere uploaded with this form i

Relates to Section:
Document Description:
File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Dascription:
File name:

File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Description:
File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Description:

File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Description:

File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Description:
File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Descriptiaon:
File name:

Ralates to Section:
Document Description:
File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Description:

File name:

Relates to Section:
Document Description:

PART 2
6.a. A copy of the notice published.
Site Notice and Advertisement in Local Press.pdf

PART 3

13.b. A copy of any comments from Historic England.
Historic England Response..pdf

Internal Archaeologist Response Final.pdf

PART 3
17.a. The comments of Natural England.
Natural England Response Final.pdf

PART 3

17.b. The comments of Natural England or details, including relevant
extracts, of any protected species standing advice that has been considered.
Internal Ecologist and RSPB Response Final.pdf

PART 4

18.c.i. A copy of the screening opinion {SQ) that was placed on the planning
register, along with any other related correspondence.

Screening Opinion Final.pdf

PART 4
19. Copies of any comments that you have received in response.
Consultation Responses Final.pdf

PART 5
22.a. A copy of the letter with which you notified people about the appeal.
Appeal Notification Letter., pdf

PART 5
22.b. A document containing a {ist of the people you notifled of the appeal.
List of Those Notified.pdf

PART &

22,c¢, Copies of all representations received from interested parties about the
original application.

Third Party Representations Final.pdf

PART 5
22.d. The planning officer's report to committee or delegated report on the

Page 6 of 7




application and any other relevant documents/minutes,

File name: Officer Committee Report.pdf

File name: Planning Committee Minutes.pdf

Relates to Section: PART 5

Document Description: 22.f. Copies of extracts from any relevant statutory development plan
policies.

File name: Policies.pdf

Relates to Section: PART 5

Document Description: 22.0. Coples of any other relevant information or correspondence you
consider we should know about,

File name: Saving Tranquil Places Report - CPRE,pdf
File name: Give Peace a Chance Document - CPRE.pdf
File name: Site Inspection Note.pdf

with this form: .

Relates to Section: PART 2
Document Description: 6.b. Any representations received as a result of that notice.
File name: Third Party Representations

D WHEN POSTING THE ABOVE DOCU

Completed by :
Date 07/03/2016 16:10:05
HeA North York Mobﬂr_%.';fffﬂat;i':b:ﬁ'a[’ Park Authority o I
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Ebberston with Yedingham Parish Council Your ref:

c/fo Mr A Wyalt

17 Main Strest Qur ref: NYM/2015/0781/FL
Ebberston

North Yorkshire Date: 04 March 2016
YO13 9NR

This matter is heing dealt with by: Mrs H Saunders
Dear Sirfiladam

Town and Country Planning Act 1990

Land at: Scuth Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough

Proposed development: change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and construction of
pilot/restroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

Appeal reference: APPAWO500/W/16/3144478
Appeal starting date: 29 February 2016
Appellant(s) name: Mr R Walker

I am writing to let you know that an appeal has heen mads to the Secretary of State in respect of the
above site. The appeal follows the refusal of planning permission by this Planning Authority for the
reasons glven on the attached sheet. A copy of the appeal documentation can be seen at, or
obtained from, The Old Vicarage, Bondgate, Helmsley and is available to view on the Planning
Explorer section of the Authority's website under the application reference number. The appeal is to
be decided on the basis of an exchange of written statements by the parties and a site visit by an

Inspector.

Any comments already made following the original application for planning permission (unless they
are expressly confidentiai) will be forwarded to the Department and copied to the appellant and will
be taken into account by the Inspector In deciding the appeal. Should you wish to withdraw or
modify your earlier comiments in any way, or request a copy of the appeal decision letter, you should
write direct to the Planning Inspectorate, 3/05, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay,

Bristol, BS1 6PN within five weeks of the appeal start date, quoting the appeal reference number.
Continued.......
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Three copies of any comments need to be forwarded to the Inspectorate. If they recsive
representations after the deadline, they will not normally be seen by the Inspector and they will be
returned.

The Planning Inspectorate will not acknowledge your letter nor send a copy of the appeal decision
unless you spacifically ask them to do so. They will, however, ensure that your letter is passed on to
the Inspector dealing with the appeal. Once decided a copy of the appeal decision will be published
on the Planning Explorer section of the Authorily’s website under the application reference number
and Planning Portal website www.planningportal.gov.uk/pcs. Guidance on the appeal process can
be found on the Planning Portal website using the link set out above.

Yours faithfully

Mark Hill

M Hill
Head of Development Management




Ebberston with Yedingham Parish Council Your ref:
clfo Mr A Wyatt

17 Main Sirest Our ref: NYM/20156/0781/FL
Ebberston

North Yorkshire Date: 07 March 2016
YO13 SNR

Dear Sir/Madam

Land at: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough

Proposed development: change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and construction of
pilot/restroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

Appeal reference: APP/WO500/W/16/3144478
Appeal starting date: 29 February 2016
Appellant(s) name: Mr R Walker

Please find below the reasons for refusal, which were omitted in error from my letter dated 4 March
2016:

1. The Local Planning Authority considers that the proposal would not provide a type of
recreational activity that would further the understanding and enjoyment of the
National Park's special qualities, and would be fikely to generate a ievel of noise and
activity that would seriously harm the tranquillity of the area and be detrimental to the
amenities of local residents and the experience of visitors, The proposal would
therefore be contrary to Core Policies A and H and Development Policy 14 of the
NYM Local Davelopment Plan.

2. In the view of the Local Planning Authority the proposed development would have an
adverse impact on the enjoyment of users of the Public Rights of Way which run
through the site, both in tarms of noise and disturbance and public safety. The
proposal is therefore contrary to Development Policy 23 of the NYM Local
Devslopment Framework.

3. The Local Planning Authority considers that the cumulative impact of the visible
presence of standing aircraft, combined with subsequent aircraft movements and the
associated aircraft activity and noise on this exposed agricultural holding would
change the character of the site to an airfield rather than a farm holding, to the
detriment of the tranquillity of the area. The proposal would therefore he contrary to
Core Policies A and H and Development Policy 14 of the NYM Local Developriaent

Plan.
Continued......
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4. Itis considered that insufficient information has heen submitted to determine whether
the proposal will have a likely significant effect on the interest features of the North
York Moors Special Protection Atea (SPAs) because fiights from the proposed airstrip
could potentially cause disturbance to SPA birds, which may use offsite feeding areas
closer to the proposal site, as well as the SPA itself. The proposal is therefors
contrary to Core Policy C of the Local Development Plan

5. The context of the application site is that it is surroundad by designated heritage
assets of the highest importance. The activity generated by flight movements and the
impact of stationary aircraft is likely to have a negative impact on the public
experience and enjoyment of, and thus the setting and significance of these
designated heritage assets. Whilst the level of harm Is considered to be "ess than
substantial”, under policy 134 of the NPPF such harm must be weighed against the
pubtlic benefits of the proposal. In the case of this proposal the level of pubiic benefits
are insufftclent to outwelgh the resultant harm to these designated hetltage assets of

the highest importance.

Yours faithfully

Mark Hill

M Hill
Head of Development Management




Brian Turner and Joan Roberts
1 Bickley Cottages

Bickley

Langdale End

Scarborough

YO13 OLL

MR Heap and JM Singleton
2 Bickley Cottages
Langdale £nd

Scarborough

YO13 OLL

Sarah and Geaffrey Walker
Brook House Farm

6 Main Street

Ebberston

Y013 9NS

Mr Christopher Sands
Yew Tree Cottage

88 Main Street
Ebberston
Scarborough

YO13 9NH

Glynis Ludkin
Spring Farm
Bickiey
Langdale End
Scarborough
Y013 OLL

Jayne and Peter Fountain
School Farm

Crosscliffe

Langdale End

BN7 3DX

William Young and Raylia
Dugmaore

Park Feeders Ltd

High Farm

Crosscliffe

Langdale End
Scarborough

Y013 OLN

Brian Richardson
4 Darncombe
Langdale End
Scarborough
YO13 ol

Colin Langley
107 Main 5treet
Ebberston
Scarborough
YO13 SND

Ann McCone
Deepdale West
Bickley
Langdale End
Scarborough
YO13 0LL

Margaret and William farey
Foxwhin

Bickley

Langdale End

Scarborough

YO13 OLL

Ms Dilys V Cluer
19 Alexandra Park
Scarborough
Y012 5IN

Dr Julie E Dixon
Bickiey Heights
Bickley
Scarborough
YO13 0LL

Mr and Mrs Marflitt
Howden Farm
Langdale End
Scarborough

YO13 OBN

Graham Cooper and Danielle
Salvadari

9 Castle Terrace
Scarborough

YO11 10X

Mrs J K Ramage
Northside Barn
Bickley
Scarborough
North Yorkshire
YO130LL

Mr John Walker
6 Orchard Close
The Beeches
Uppinghame
Rutland

LE15 9 PF

Mr Mark Appleby
2 Mallard Close

Pickering North Yorkshire

YO18 8TF

Mr P Laycock
Squirrels Qak
North Barnes Lane
Plumpton Green
East Sussex

BN7 3DX

Chris Levings

Design Cambridge
115 Percy Green Place
Ullswater

Huntington

PE29 6TZ

Peter BVentley
44 Hili Head Road
Fareham
Hampshire
PO143JL

Mr Tony Yarnold
7 Sycamore
Close

East Barnet
Herts

EN4 8AQ

Mr Michael Speakman
3 New Road

Brige

North Lincolnshire
DN2ZC OPE




Mr M A Hammond
Ebberston Common Farm
Langdale End
Scarborough

YO13 oLw

Nige! and Julie Blades
178 Lionel Road
Bretford

TW8 9QT

Norman Cooper
374 Scalby Road
Scarborough
Y012 6ED

Roger Martin
29 Danes Dyke
Scarborough
Y012 6UG

Third Energy Limited

c/o Mr ) Dewar

Knapton Generation Station
East Knapton

North Yorkshire

YO17 8IF

Moorland Energy Limited
c/o Mr A Lambie

3" Floor

Denham House

20 Piccadilly

London

w1l ObG

L Keeton
Deepdale East
Bickley
Langdale End
Scarborough
Y013 OLL

Mr W D Johnson
Somershy

4 Mill Lane
Ebberstone
Y013 9NL

Ruth James

35 Ryndte Walk
Scarborough
YO12 6JT

Graham Dixon
Bickley Heights
Bickley
Langdale End
Scarborough
YO13 OLL

Ebberston with Yedingham Parish
Council

c/o Mr A Wyatt

17 Main Street

Ebberston

North Yorkshire

Y013 9NR

Darncombe-Cum-Langdale End
Parish Council

c/o Mrs ) Marley

Annan

41 Scalby Reoad

Burniston

Scarborough

Y013 OHN

Allerston & Wil ton Parish Council
¢/a Mrs L Myers

Waterways

Main Street

Alterston

Pickering

Y018 7PG

Snainton Parish Council
c/o Mr J tngham

The Doubles

Main Street

Allerston

North Yorkshire

Y0138 7PG

EHO- Ryedale
Via Email

Ministry of Defence (Fylingdales
Safeguard)

DE Safeguarding

Kingstone Road

Sutton Coldfield

West Midlands

B757RL

Historic England
37 Tanner Row
York

YO1 6WP

Area Traffice Manager — Ryedale
Melanie Farnham (Improvement
Manager)

Area 4 Pickering Beansheaf
Industrial Park

Tofts Road

Kirby Misperton

Malton

YO17 6BG

Bridlington Rambling Club and
Ryedale Group

Ramblers Association

c/a Mrs Chris Clark

2 Church Hill

Grindale

Bridlington

Y016 4YE

Ramblers Association
{Scarborough)

Fao: Mr L Atkinson
Via Email

Natural England — Local
Government Team
Via Email

Forestry Commission — Public
Forest Estates

Fao: Elizaheth Walton
Forestry Commision

Outgang Road

Pickering

YO18 7EL




North Yorkshire Moors
Association

Tom Chadwick {Chairman)
Via Email

Northern Gas Networks
Via Email

NERL Safeguarding Department
NATS CTC—-B1

4000 Parkway

Whiteley

Fareham

PO15 7FL

Arigiva
Via Email

British Horse Society
c/o Mrs € Cook
Burgate Farm
Harwood Dale
Scarborough

Y013 0DS

General Aviation Awareness
Council

¢/o Stephen Slate

Via Email

RSPB

16 Hermitage Way

Sleights

North Yorkshire

Y022 5HG

Janet Sanderson

District Councillor for Thornton
Le Dale Ward and County
Councillor for Thornton Le Dale
and the Wolds Division

Via Email

Civil Aviation Authority
Safety Regulations Group
Aviation House

Gatwick Airport South
RH6 OYR

Byways and Bridleways Trust
Fao: Elizabeth Kirk

Mallories

Friars Hill

Sinnington

Ramblers Association {Ryedale
District & Hambleton District)
Fao: Mr C Monson

Via Emaii

National Grid
Via Email







North York Moors Application/ 7 X :
Neatigaal Park Authority . Case No.  .....5.\. Aearersneoarioreericone
Pre-application

Inquiry Ref.

.........................................

S T et b s er et ete e ea e e et entee s e Ty et e eeees e ee e st
Contact made with (i) Applicant/Agent Yes / No
()  Ofther parties (specify)
Matarials: walls, windows, roof etc: Architectural features/condition of buildings:
| Existing buildings on site: Adjacent dwellingsfland/neighbour impact:
!

Boundary treatment: Trees:
Landscape/Streel Scene/Leveis: Fublic Rights of Way/Views into site:
' Parking/Access: Structural Stabitity/Worthy of Retention:

Any other Observations/Assessment:

O‘“‘Aj ChaM(}Q é(m ﬂfﬂua/\ ﬂr‘cfooyvfi 1S

| C{rM[SSlL‘/{
A boads
\_‘.7/) .
7/"“5 Awe: : |
2 tof flft(-(.’.-(/ﬁ {3 o~ l(/‘c'y—\: el
Lty

H

Location of site notice ....25 4:

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

P
Inspeotedby.,..,\z.[.{..h?.(.%‘r.‘e}:t.—.-.f‘.’..‘...‘.....,.... DALG 1ereerseerenrerriereeesr e nreess s saessenns




B /‘5']

Planning Notice
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
Order 2015 Notice under Article 15

Application Number NYM/2015/0781/FL

Applicant Mr R Walker
Site Address South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough
Proposal Change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and construction of

pliot/restroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

Members of the public may inspect the application(s), including plans at the National Park Offices during
normal office hours by appointment or on the Authority's website www.northyorkmoors,org.uk. You are
advised to inspect the plans carefully to assess any impact on you as the description can only cover the main
parts of the development. Any comments on the application(s) should be sent to the address helow within 21
days of the date of this advertisement, quoting the application reference number. Comments may also be
submitted using the online form on the Authority's wehsite. If you have any queries on the application(s)
please contact the National Park Office.

Under the provisions of the Freedom of information, Access to Information and Environmental information
Acts any comments received are available for public inspection. They will also be forwarded to the Secrstary
of State for Communities and Local Government in the event of an appeal. If you do not wish your views to be
treated in this way please make this clear in your reply,

Mr C M France
Director of Planning
North York Moors Natichal Park Authority
The Old Vicarage
Bondgate
Helmsley
York, YO62 5BP
Date of Notice: 3 December 2015

website: www.northyorkmoors.org.uk

email:  planning@northyorkmoors.org. uk This notice may be removed 21 days after the
tel: 01438 772700 above date.




Planning Notice
Town and Country Planniny (Development Management Procedure)
Order 2010 Notice under Article 18

NYM/2015/0781/FL
Mr R Walker

South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough

Change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and construction of pilot/restroom building (revised

scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

The development is in an isolated location which has resulted in the Authorily having difficulty in finding
places to put site notices in locations where the wider public will read them. It is considered that the proposal
might have an impact on the wider population due to aircraft flight routes.

The application(s) may be inspected at the National Park Offices, by appointment or on the Authorily's
website www.northyorkmoors.org.uk. Comments on the application(s) should be sent via email, post or
submitted using the online form within 21 days of the date of this advertisement, quoting the application

reference number.

Mr C M France, North York Moors National Park Authority

The Old Vicarage, Bondgate, Helmsley, York, YO62 58P
tel: 01439 772700

email: planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk

Date of Notice: 2 December 2015




Planning Notice
Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
Order 2010 Notice under Article 16

NYM/2015/0781/FL
Mr R Walker
South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough

change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and construction of pilot/restroom building (revised scheme

to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

The development is in an isolated location which has resulted in the Authority having difficulty in finding
. places to put site notices in locations where the wider public will read them, It is considered that the proposal
might have an impact on the wider population due to aircraft flight routes.

The application(s) may be inspected at the Natlonal Park Offices, by appointment or on the Authority's
website www.northyorkmoors. org.uk. Comments on the application(s) should be sent via email, post or
submitted using the online form within 21 days of the date of this advertisement, quoting the applicafion

reference number.

Mr C M France, North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage, Bondgate, Helmsley, York, YO62 58P
tel: 01439 772700

email: planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk

Date of Notice: 3 December 2015




Planning Nellce .
Town and Country Planning {Development
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. Order 2010 Nollca undegAricte 16°
| Hoforonge NYM/ZOIBROTOMFL .
-| MF AWERer, South Moor-Fam, Langdala End,
| Bcarborough :
.| Change of use of land lo farm 2 no. grss
runways and consluction of piotrestraom .
buliding {revised scherms to NYM/2014/0818/FL) |
] The davelopmentls inan [solaled [ocalion which {
has resulled In the Authority having difficulty In
finding places tp pul sile notices In locations
wihare the widor pubfic will tead them. Itis
cansiderad hal the proposal fnight héve an
fmpacton the wider population due to alicrall”
| fugntroutes. , . oo ,
-] ine appiication(s) may be inspecled atiha
-Nallonat Park Offices, by appointment or on the '
-] Authority's website wwav.northyor 00rs.oIguK.
Commenis on the agpﬂcaﬂon(s) should be sont .
via emalt, posl or submited using the online form
within 24 days of the dale of ihis adverlisement,
-quoting (he applicalion reference numbser. -
Mr C M France, Norih York Moors Hattonal
Park Aulhorily, The Old Vlcarage, Bondgate,
-  Heimsley, York, YO62 5BP

N tel: 01439772700
emsll: pIann1ng@noﬂhymkmoors.org.uk
- Date of Notlce: 03 Devember 2016
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|
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject;

Dear Mrs Saunders,

Wendy Strangeway -

Julie Dixon

12 January 2016 12:46
Planning
nym/2015/0781/f1

Unfortunately, we have no-one available to make an oral presentation to the planning committee in
regards to the asrodrome application (NYM/2015/0781FL) on Thursday. [ would be grateful if you.would
impress on the committee our continued strong objections, as stated in our written representations. The
application conflicts with the core policies of the National Park, as expressed so well by Mrs Joan Roberts
at the last mesting. Thank you all for your careful attention to this matter,

Regards, Julie Dixon

Biie, e sy

BDicicion,
Sflcfbr_y N
Moy P

(1 § &‘% }',%,%




v

- FoxW

Bickley

Langdale End
Scarborough
YO13 OLL

15 December 2015
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Your ref NYM/2015/0781/FL

Dear Mrs Saunders

We strongly object to the latest planning application for change of land use to form 2 grass
runways and construction of a pitot restroom at South Moor Farm Bickley,

This introduction of an airfield and associated activities will destroy the peace quiet and
tranquillity that makes this area very special and is now extremely rare in this country and is
also totally out of keeping with the principles of the NYMNP

This revised application is confusing because the aircraft hangers are to be replaced by a
pilot's rest room, does this mean that aircraft will simply land at South Moor and then fly off
again or will they be parked on the premises and will they be re-fuelled there?

This appears tfo us that once any planning permission to fly aircraft in & out of South Moor
is granted, then other applications to further develop this site will soon follow.

The area around Bickley offers lovely walks, amazing scenery and a rich variety of wildlife
and is much appreciated and enjoyed by both locals and visitors alike. There is so little
man made noise that any noise from light aircraft is very noticeable and intrusive.

We know from experience (Langdale Quest) that once permission is granted,, it is very
easy for use and numbers to escalate and is extremely difficult to monitor and control’

In 2011 Ebberston Parish Council completed a Parish Plan, all households in the parish
received a questionnaire including the residents of Bickley. One of the guestions asked
what we liked about the Bickley area and overwhelmingly this was the ‘peace quiet and
wonderful countryside’

We urge the NYMNPA to reject this [atest application and help us to protect this very -
special area from intrusive and unnecessary disturbances.

Yours sincerely

Margaret & William Farey




g

Chr; ' wpher Knowles

_ PR
From:
Sent; 10 December 2015 11:45
To: Planning
Subject: Application NYM/2015/0781/FL FUnTe s

Application NYM/2015/0781/FL

Change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and construction of pilot/restroom building (revised
scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

] wish to object to the above proposal for the following reasons.

This is a development which is simply not appropriate to a National Park. This is, to quote, “a special place,
forged by nature, shaped over generations - where peace and beauty rub shoulders with a rich history and
a warm welcome” No mention there of noisy and incongruent airfields. The suggested number of alrcraft
movements of up to 20 per day would have a significant negative impact on the area.

There will be an increase in noise disturbance to the surrounding area and its villages. This unnecessary
and should be resisted. Assurances are given that aircraft wiit “avoid flying directly over neighbouring
properties.” Having lived approximately 2 miles from a private airfield for some 30 years | can say with
certainty that scant regard is paid by pilots to proper flight paths, They are rarely adhered to at the best of
times and when wind/weather conditions are adverse they are ignored.

There will not be additional visitors to the area as a result of this proposal. Pilots will fly in, have a cup of
coffee and fly out. Indeed the presence of this airfield is likely to have, if anything a negative effect upon

visitor numbers.

Please reject this application.

Mr W, D. Johnson

Somershy,
4 Mill Lane,
Ebberston,
Y013 9NL
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Fromy;
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Thanks Dawn

My full postal address is
115 Percy Green Place
Ullswater

Huntingdon
Cambridgeshire PE29 6TZ

CUSTOMER

i

Chris Levings <

08 December 2015 14:42
Dawn Paton

Re: NYM/2015/0781/FL

EXCRLLENCE

SERVICE

CONFIDENTIALITY: The contents of this message are the views of the author, not
necessarily the views of the North York Moors National Park Authority. This is a private
message intended for the named addressse(s) only. Its contents may be confidential.

If you have received this message in error please reply fo say so and then delete the
message. Any use, copying, disclosure or distribution by anyone other than the addressee is

forbidden,

www.horthyorkmoors.org.uk

This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast.
For more information please visit http://www.mimecast.com




Wendv Strangeway

.

U — I

From: Donna Magscon on behalf of General

Sent: 07 December 2015 11:55

To: Hilary Saunders; Planning

Subject: FW: South Moor Farm Ref NYi/2015/0781/FL

Attachments: Airstrips.pdf

Donna Magson
HR/Administrative Assistant
Corporate Services

North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage

Bondgate

Helmsley

North Yorkshire

YQ62 5BP

=: 01439 772700
B d.magson@northyorkmoors.org.uk
2 www.horthyorkmoors.org.uk

Follow us on Twitter { Like us on Facebook

From: Chris Levings |
Sent: G5 Dacember 2015 11;21
To: General

Subject: Fwd: South Moor Farm Ref NYM/2015/0781/FL 7Lk ik

Dear Mrs Saunders

&

I am writing in support of the South Moor Farm Rirstrip

T am myself a recreational pilot based in Northampton flying mostly
ultralight fixed wing aircraft. Scarborough, Whitby and surrounds are
my favourite leisure destinations and have access to a flat in Scarborough

1f the airstrip was given permission I would use local bed and breakfast
amenities for loecal cycling and walking holidays in Dalby Forest

The authority may be concerned about the possible impact the airstrip
may have on local wildlife and the general peace and quiet of the
immediate area to the air strip , as an experienced pilot of many vyears
I would say that due to the short runways , approach and departure
restrictions you will find use of the strip limited to short take off
and landing aircraft which in themselves are usually small, light and
guiet, limited to maximum take off weight of approximately 450 - 550kg

This two seater weight limit is achieved by using ultra light composite
construction and noise compliant modern lightweight engines ~ typilcally
the 4 cylinder horizontally opposed Rotax 812 engine produces EASA
certified engine noise of 67.5dB{A) in the take off roll which lasts no
more than a few minutes - I understand this is less than a motorised

1




lawn mower - and much much less than this in the landing, engine idle
configuration )
In the over head preparing to land the engine is typically at idle which (ﬁi
broduces virtually no noise at all ~ a wisper

Many UK and European alrstrips have noise abatement and movement

restrictions in force

One of my favourite airfields further south is the historic WW1 - Stow
Maries Airfield near Southend, famous not just because it is Lhe only
remaining operational WW1l airfield but also for its resident wild life
conservation -~ see

http://www.stownaries.org.uk/wildlife/

In its isolated position Stow Maries had become derelict over the years
before restoration started a few years ago - during the desolotion years
from the end of WW1 until a few years ago many rare and protectead
species of wildlife took up residence there and was a condition of
planning to again make the airfield active that the wildlife be
protected - this is completely evident from the wonderful wildlife
activity which can be watched any and most days at Stow Maries

Being the only WW1 airfield still in use Stow Maries Airfield is
visited and used by old historic classic aircraft - these are much
heavier and much neisier ( unsilenced ) than the aireraft T would expect
to use South Moor based on landing and take off runway length alone for
heavier machines - heavier and thus noisier machines simply would not
get airbourn

I have also attached a pdf document giving other examples of ailrstrips
gituated in National Parks - albeit in Canada - a country well known for
its love and protection of all things natural Including wildlife

I do hope you will support and permit this development, I would be happy
Lo demonstrate landing and take off at the strip to alleviate your
possible concerns over impact and noise from the small number of
aircraft I believe would visit

Yours Sincerely

Chris Levinas
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irstrips
Backgrounder: Banff & Jasper National Parks

A Need for Change
The Government of Canada recently reversed an earlier decision to close the Jasper and Banff
airstrips.

Background

* Anindependent Air Safety Risk Assessment determined that closing the airstrips in Banff and
Jasper Jeopardizes safety, increasing the risk to pilots.

* The Government of Canada is not prepared o accept this tevel of risk and has decldsd to re-
list both alrstrips in the Naflonal Parks Air Access Regulations.

¢+ Banff's alrstrip Is focated in an Important and sensitive and wildlife corridor. In support of the
restoration of the wildlife corridor, Parks Canada wili restrict access at the Banff alrstrip to
emergency and diversionary landings; no recreational landings wilt be permitted.

* Tho Jasper airstrip is located in a wider valley and the ecological consequences of
recreational alrcraft are not as serfous. Emergency, diversionary and recreational tandings
will be allowed in Jasper.

» Ecological restoration near the Jasper alrstrip includes prescribed burns to restors forests and
grasslands, control of hon-native vegetation, and reducing wildiife mortality on roads and the
rallway.

» Commerclal use of both alrstrips will continue to be prohibited.

+ Parks Canada will complete the regutatory, environmental assessment and other processes
required as a result of this dacision.

Existing Management Pian Direction
Banff: Section 6.2.2,1 and 2.6.3 Close the airstrip and restore It to its natural condition,
Jasper: Soction 6.4,13 Carry out a comprehensive study with the Intention of closing the
airstrip.

Conslderations

+ Given the government's decision, public input is not being sought concerning the re-listing and
uses of the alrstrips.

» Parks Canada is seeking the public’s views on managing approved use of the airstrips. This
information will help define the parameters for use and provide Insight for amending the
regulations,

+ Future environmental assessments for both alrstrips wil include public consultation.

Proposed Management Parameters: Banff Alrstrip
¢+ Maintain the exlsting 915 m by 58 m turf runway, the windsocks and the one-metre high
pylons and runway markers; replace as required.
* Supply tie-downs In keeping with the use of the airstrip for smergency or diversionary
tandings.
* Remove the two dilapidated open-front hangars.
« Remove tha three unused above-ground fusl tanks, which do not meet current federal or
provincial regulatory requirements; clean up any contamination; do not provide on-site fueliing.
»  Mow and plow the airstrip as needed for safety.
CHIE) (] & > O X e
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+ Limit facilifies — no new infrastructure, washrooms or vehicle parking.

Proposed Management Parameters; Jasper Airstrip
s Maintain the existing 1216 m by 46 m turf runway, the windsock and the one-metre high
pylons and runway markers.

Maintaln the two existing tie-down systems, with a maximum capacity of 15 aircraft.

Consider modernizing and more clearly defining {he aircraft parking/tie-down area.

Maintain the current size of ihe exisling vehicie parking lot.

Remove the unused fuelling facility, which does not mest faderal or provincial regutations;

reclaim any contaminated land. Fuslling fackities will nof he replaced due to cost and

environmental conslderations.

+ Allow current Independent on-site refuslling methods to continus.

s Maintain the existing pilot ragistration building and telephone shelter; consider minor
madernization or replacement within a similar footprint to address issues of effectiveness and
security.

« Replaco existing pit toilets with one unisex, pump-out pit toilet similar to those used in day-use
areas.

« Limit facilities - no new infrastructure,

Mow turl, already heavily grazed by elk and deer, as required for safety.

Continue winter maintenance on an as-needed hasis, to ensure safely; winter recrealional use

is not proposed. ’

Following an environmental assessment, grade the runway as required for safely.

Restrict privats, recreationat use to alrcraft of 12,500 [metric?] pounds or less.

Continue to prohibit chariered and/or commercial aircraft, Irrespective of class,

Permit the airstrip to operate only from dawn to dusk.

in keeping with the Nafional Parks Air Access Regulations, require permits for fanding and

use.

+ Determine specific protocols and procedures for administering alrstrip use; examine standard
practices at northern natlonat park airstrips,

+ In addition to requiring a park pass, evaluate the appropriateness of charging a fee that is
consistent with the Industry standard for each landing, parking and takeolff cycle/sequence, to
recover the cost of a service that is of a parsonal henefit. Any proposal for a user fes would
be subject to the User Fee Acl.

s At the Superintendent’s discretion, occasionally close the airstrip as required for
environmental protection. For example, the airstrip may be closed for a short time if a wolf
pair denned close-by. Pilots would be Informed of a closure when they requested permission
to land a private alrcraft for recreational purposes. Emergency fandings would remain
available at all imes.

. = ® & @

Future Directions

Banff National Park
¢ Re-list the Banff airstrip in the National Parks Alr Access Reguifations.
+ Allow etnergency and diversionary landings only: no recreational landings will be permitted.
¢ Continue to prohibit commercial use of the airstrip.




+ Include parameters governing emergency and diversfonary use of the alrstrip In the

management plan as appropriate,

Jasper National Park
Re-list the Jasper alrstrip in the National Parks Air Access Regulations.

Altow emergency and diverslonary landings and recreational use.
Continue to prohibit commercial use of the airstrip.

Include parameters governing emergency and diversionary use of the airstrip In the

management plan as appropriate.
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From: C LANGILEY

Sent: 07 December 2015 14:46

To: Planning

Subject: Application NYM/2015/0781/F1 In respect of change of use of land to form 2 grass
runways and construction of pilot/restroom building at South Moor Farm Langdale
End

Sir S .
Dear D70 206

Thank you for your letter of 16th November.

I wish to object to the above planning proposal. This proposal has been refused twice
and rejected on appeal twice.

I believe it to be a totally Inappropriate use within the National Park. It will create
nolse and disturbance both to users of the National Park Including those using the
public footpath across the site as well as causing disturbance to residents of
adjoining villages such as Bickley and Ebberston. Aircraft approaching or taking off
from the alrfield will pass over Ebberston thereby adding considerably to noise which
we already accept from RAF aircraft training over the area.

Although the applicant states that there will be no more than 20 aircraft movements
per day that is not included as part of the application which does not Jimit the number
of movements. If a condition to that effect was to included as part of any approval 1
would question whether it could be effectively monitored and enforced, The
temptation to allow a few more aircraft In would always be there. Further if it was to
be limited to 10 landings per day that is hardly going to make a notlceable
contribution to visitors to the Park as argued by the applicant.

Moreover whilst the applicant states that there will be no maintenance building as
Included in previous applications it is stlil referred to in supporting documents with
the application and would still appear to be in the applicant's mind.

Once the principal of having an airfield on this site is established it will be increasingly
difficult to control its future development and expansion of activity.

No evidence of a lack of suitable sites outslde the National Park has been produced
and I would argue that the development at this site Is both unnecessary and
seriously detrimental to the amenity of the area.

Ebberston Parish Councll is objecting to the proposal and I would support them and
urge the Park Authority to contlnue to resist this inappropriate development.

Yours falthfully
Colin G Langley

107 Main Street
Ebberston




Scarborough
YO13 9ND
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From: Donna Magson on behalf of General

Sent; 07 December 2015 1156

To; Hilary Saunders; Planning

Subject: FW: For the attention of Mr M Hill & Mrs H Saunders

Attachments: Local Residents Opposition Plan letter to NYMPA, Forest Enterprise..docx

Donna Magson

HR/Administrative Assistant

Corporate Services

North York Moors National Park Authority

The Old Vicarage

Bondgate

Helmsley

North Yorkshire

Y062 5BP

=: 01439 772700

b<; d.magson@northyorkmoors.org.uk

E: www. northyorkmoors.org.uk

Follow us on Twitter | Like us on Facebook 07 OF0 i
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From: Joan Roberts
Sent: 07 December 2015 09:12

To: General
Subject; For the attention of Mr M Hill & Mrs H Saunders

Please find attached our objections to the latest application by Mr R
Walker of South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough.




Mr M Hill

Head of Development Management
NYMPA

The Old Vicarage

Bondgate

Helmslay

York

YO62 58P
07 BEC 2005

Dear Mr Hill
South Moor Farm Airfield Planning Application NYM/2015/0781/FL

Following the outcome of the previous Applications and the Appeals decisions by the Planning
inspector residents are deeply disappointed about the inability of the North York Moors Planning
Authority to stop the detrimental effect the operation of this facility will have upon the peace and
tranquiliity, flora and fauna in the immediate area and surrounding parishes. Residents are
cancerned that both Appeals Inspectors failed to recognise the considerable number of objections
and evidence provided for the initial Application relating to the Sandford Principle and the
requirement for this to be enforced as it was evident that such a development would put that
principle to the test. We are particularly concerned that the fast Appeals Inspector’s repott
dismisses important issues such as environmental preservation for fauna and fiora, and for historic
sites as irrelevant to the application. Surely the very role of the Appeals Inspectors is to ensure that
such matters are seriously considered and protected.

Residents are extremely concerned that the operation will be allowed to exceed the stated purpose
and the frequency/intensity of the aeronautical activities will quickly get out of hand, irretrievably.
It is recognised that the Planning Authorities have no power to control the operation and due to the
remote location and because of this residents feel it to be most compelling and urgent to challenge

and stop the development from being realised.

We recognise the roles, remits and limitations of those involved in both the NYMPA and Forest
Enterprise and feel we, as a residents group, wish to join with the Planning Authority to ensure that
we work as a single entity to protect the very special environment we enjoy and to find ways in
which we can stop potentially unmonitorable and uncontrollable developments and allow Dalby
Forest and its environs to continue to attract many users and visitors who enjoy the peace and
tranquillity originally foreseen by Lord Sandford and those responsible for creating the National

Parks.

Ih response to the latest application we resubmit the same objections as were raised before:




07 0EC 2.

We write on behalf of the Bickley Residents Association (BRA) members of which will have
submitted individual objections to the above application but in this collective objection we
try to convey the strength of feeling this revised application has aroused. We offer below
some of the reasons we believe this application does not comply with the North York Moors
National Park Authorlty Local Development Framework: Core Strategy and Development
Policies, Adopted 13" November 2008,

We particularly note In the Guidance to reading and using the albove document that at

1:12 ‘Every relevant criterion in a policy will need to he met in order to comply with the
policy’

and it is the clear view of members of BRA that this application does not do that,

2.9 In the section on the Spatial Portralt of the North York Moors Indicates:

‘However, pressures on markets and changes in farm

support mechanisms are leadlng farmers to supplement incomes through

diversification activities which can change the character of the traditional

farming landscape and that to address this agri-environment schemes are being put in place

which seek to halt or reverse the decline of traditional farming practices, loss of habitat and
landscape features...’

While the application may be seen as an attempt to diversify and contribute to the B & B
business on that farm it cannot claim to add anything fo the nature of the habitat or halt or
teverse any decline, it will most definitely lead to a loss of habitat and landscape features
such as the demolishing of patt of a drystone wall to accommodate the airstrip.

Furthermore in the very next point 2,10 the Spatial Poxtrait recognises that

*Tourism is largely based upon the natural attractions of the aren, including scenic
VIBWS caiseareeeresnesirens visilors can make use of 1400 miles of Public Rights of Way for walking,

cycling or horse riding.? ,
In 3: Influences on the

Spatial Sirategy

3.3. This application can be of no social and economic benefit to the local community,
indeed there can only be adverse effect.

In 3.9 the document recommends restraint in the approach to planning ....... in very small
settlements and the wider countryside,

3.12 Examines the Mational Park’s Plan and states:

It includes a viston for the Park and lists the special




quallties that lrave contributed 1o its designation as a profected landscape aid
whicl the Local Deyvelopment Framework must seek to safeguard, The
Munggement Plan Is infended to influence the work of all organisations which
operate within the Park, not just the Natlonal Park Authority, It sefs out the
[following vision for the Park:

+ A place managed with care and concern for future generations.

» A place where the diversity and distinctiveness of the landscape, villages
and buildings is cherished,

s A place where biological and cultural diversity, and the special qualities
that are valued, are conserved and enhanced.

« A place where the landscape and way of life is respected and
understood.

» A place where communities are more self-sustaining, and cconomic
activity engenders environmental and recreational benefits,

« A place that is special to people and that provides pleasure, inspiration

and spiritual well being,

¢ A place where visitors are welcome and cuitural and recreational
oppottunities and experiences are accessible,

» A place that continues to adapt to change whilst National Park purposes
continue to be furthered and pursucd

Chapter 3 also identifies the special qualities of the North York Moors, among which are:

A rich and diverse countryside for recreation
» An extensive network of public paths and tracks

Strong feeling of remoteness 0715 90
« A place for spiritual refreshiment At a0

Tranquillity
¢ Dark skies at night and clear npolluted air

Bickley Residents Association assetts that these qualities exist, etwich and characterise the
nature of the area that will be scriously and adversely affected by the proposed development
of an unregulated airstrip.

3,22 The natural assets of the Park provide extensive opportunities for outdoor

recreation inchuding walking, cycling and horse riding, Some forms of vehicular

recreation activity such as trait bikes, off road motoreycling and 4 by 4 vehicle

activity can undermine the peace and tranquillity, landscape and natural habitats of the Park

unless they are properly managed in appropriate locations.

The Residents Association feel strongly that it will be impossible to manage the development
of an airstrip in such a way as NOT to undermine the peace and tranquillity, landscape and
natural habitat and feel that this location is entirely inappropriate.




4, Spatial Vision and Objectives
Protecting, Inhancing and Managing the Natural Envirenment

By 2026, the National Patk’s special qualities including its diverse landscapes,
seuse of tranquillity and reinoteness, distinctive seftlements and buildings and
cultueal traditions have been safeguarded and enhanced, The Park continues to
be worthy of designalion as a fandscape of national impottance and sites of
international, national and local importance for nature conservation and the
National Park as a whole continue to host a diversity of species and habitats,

We uphold and wish to contribute to this important objective, we have chosen to live and
work in this area and devote time and cnergy fo this objective. Our strong objection to the
application is patt of our wish to safeguard and enhance the 2026 vision.
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CORE POLICY A, Delivering National Park Purposes and Sustainable Development

Core Policy A: 1. Providing a scale of development and level of activify that will not have an
unacceptable impact on the wider landscape or the quiet enjoyment,

peace and tranquillity of the Park, nor detract from the quality of life of

local residents or the experience of visitors.

This principle is relterated in the Report of Inspector ClIff Hughes BA Hons DipTP MRTPI on
the Authority’s Core Development Plan in which he writes:

‘3.5 In the National Park, the purposes of National Parks are particularly important.
Assessment of the effects of a development on the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural
heritage has greater prominence In the Park than in other types of local planning authority.
It is also the case that a very limited amount of development is likely.

The 1995 Environment Act sets out two purposes for National Park Authoritics,
as follows:

* To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural
heritage of the National Parks; and

* To protnote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the
special qualities of the Parks by the public.

Section 62 of the 1995 Act also regnires all relevant authoritics to
“have regard to the statutory purposes in exercising or performing any functions

in the National Park and; if it appears that there is a conflict behween those
purposes, fo atfach greatereight to the purpose of conserving and enhancing




—

the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area.”

It is clear that the application conflicts with NYMPA Core Policy Al and Section 62 of the
1995 Environment Act and the group requests that NYMPA rejects the application on these
grounds,

As further argument we offer the following areas where the application conflicts with, or
fails to meet every criterion.

Core Policy A:2  Providing for development in locations and of a scale which will
support the character and function of individual settlemnents.

The area that will be affected by this development is not designated as a ‘Service Centre’, a
‘Service Village’ or even one of the ‘Other Villages’ as defined by the Authotity. It is known
and acknowledged as a remote area of outstanding beauty, peace and tranquillity and, as
such should be protected from a development of this sort.

Core Policy A:3 Maintaining and enhancing the natural environment and conditions
for biodiversity and geodiversity.

The application can only be said to go clearly against the aims of this Core Policy.

CORE POLICY C. Natural Environment, Biodiversify and Geodiversity

Core Policy C; 6.1. Protecting and eshancing the natural environmen is a stalulory purpose
of National Park designation and not onty relates to legally protected sites and species but to
the Park as a whole,

It was recognised in objections to the orlginal application, and remains so for this application
too that this area is home to many species of birds, indigenous and migratory and mammals,
some protected and others not.. In addition to Badger, Fox, Muntjac, Otter and Deer, there
are Nightjars, Owls, Goshawk, Buzzard as well as a multitude of more common birds and is
on the migratory path of many others such as Turtledoves, Waxwings Fieldfare, Redwing and
Geese.

Core Policy H:
Development Policy 1 Envirommental Proteetion

1.1, Tt will not generate unacceptable levels of noise, vibration, activity or
light pollution

07 tizp gt
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It is strongly felt that the previous noise report was not impartial and restricted sound levels
to a very small part of the area affected by such an application. It is the urgent request of the
group that another, independent noise report is undertaken, commissioned by the NYMPA
and carried out in an impartial way., Evidence has been repotted in members own objections
to the authority about the large variance noise nuisance created over differing topography, by
different aircraft and we request that the topography of the ‘Bickley Bowl’ is included in any
monitoring of noise and nuisance likely to be caused at the sensitive receptors.

o
‘?;{qu’
A
Development Policy 14: Tourism and Recreation S

3. The development will not generate an increased level of activity,
including noisc, which would be likely to detract from the expericnee of
visitors and the quality of life of local residents,

It is evident from the amount of [ocal protest, the views of interest groups and the firm view
of BRA members that this application will botl detract from the experience of visitors and
will irreparably affect the quality of life of local residents. On this conflict point alone we
expect the NYMPA fo reject the application

8.16. The farming sector continues to face a period of instability caused by market
pressutes and changes in farm support mechanisms, For this reason farimers are
diversifying their businesses to supplement their income, The Authority supports
diversification schemes which will ensure the continued viability of farmn
businesses as long as they do not generate an increased level of activity which
could harm the characier, appearance and natural environment of the area.
Amongst other environmental considerations, development proposals that

could have an adverse effect on the integrity of a Euvopean site would not be

in accordance with the Development Plan,

As has been shown, while we understand the need of one individual to supplement his
farming and Bed & Breakfast income, the application attempts this in a way which will cause
itreparable harm fo the local and wider envitonment, to the special flora and fauna of the
area, will negatively affect the quieter pastimes of walkers, riders and cyclists thus putting at
risk oss of existing tourisim and recreational facilities, and bring nio benefit at all in terms of
employment and income to the wider rural economy.

As was recognised before by those objecting to the first application and by the dedicated
Planning Committee Members who discussed that application faitly and fully before rejecting
it by 100%, Bickley, Langdale End, Broxa, Crosscliffe, Darncombe and Deepdale are very
special areas in need of protection to ensure the peace and tranquillity, wilderness, beautiful
flora and fauna and dark skies will remain unspoiled and will continue to contribute
enormonsly to the 2026 Vision and beyond. In considering this application the Platining
Departiment must believe in their capacity to do this, not only for cutrent residents, supporters
and interest groups but for the pleasure, inspiration and spiritual well being of generations fo
come for whom we must safegnard this special pavt of the North York Moors National Park.




Yours sincerely
Brian Turner & Joan Roberts
| Bicyley Corfoqen

Langadale %aYe.
SCO/\OO\’DLJS\(\
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From: planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk @"
Sent: 06 December 2015 22:28
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on NYM/2015/0781/FL - Case Officer Mrs H Saunders - Received from

Mr Nigel Blades at 178 Lionel Road, Brentford, Middlesex, TW8 9QT

Dear Sir or Madam,

We wish to repeat our objections from the previous application NYM/2014/0819/FL, for this revised
scheme, which is only changed in terms of the storage building being removed.

Our family regularly enjoy walking and visiting the Nationat Park and value it highly as an area of great
natural beauty:

While visiting family in Yorkshire or on holiday we regularly walk in the Dalby Forest area of the North
Yorkshire Moors Nationai Park. As a family of walkers who enjoy the peace and quiet of the countryside,
we are opposed to this planning application, which would lead to an expansion of light aviation in and

around the National Park.

Nearer to home, we often walk in the Chiltern Hills in Buckinghamshire. On a clear day the sound of fight
aircraft flying overhead is a constant presence, reminding you that you are in busy south-east England.

The North York Moors National Park is one of the last wilderness areas in England and it would be a great
shame if its special qualifies of tranquility and wilderness were to be affected in the same way. The impact
of even low level aircraft noise on tranquility shoutd not be underestimated and is not captured by studies

of decibel levels on landing and take-off.

The maximum 20 take-offs and landings proposed In a single day are likely to occur at holiday times and
weekends and would involve flying over the National Park, disturbing the enjoyment of the Dalby Forest
area by walkers, cyclists and horseriders, as well as local residents.

The application report asserts that the area Is already subject to military flying. We have very rarely heard
military jets fly overhead whilst walking in the Dalby Forest area. On the rare occasions this has happened,
the noise of the fast-moving aircraft is over in seconds, whereas our experience in south-east England is
that the constant buzz of slow-flying light aircraft is far more disturbing to the natural soundscape of the

countryside.

Light aviation may have its place in the countryside but please don't encourage its expansion in the
National Park.

Yours faithfully,
Nigel and Julia Blades

Comments made by Mr Nige! Blades of 178 Lionel Road, Brentford, Middlesex, TW8 9QT . ... .
Preferred Method of Contact is Email

Comiment Type is Comment
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Chq\,‘topher Knowles

From Frant Desk an behalf of General

Sent; 04 December 2015 10:13

To: Planning; Hilary Saunders

Subject; FW: Attn. Mrs.Saunders Planning application NYM/2015/0781/FL

From: Glynis Ludkin _ )

Sent: 04 December 2015 09:52

To! General

Subject: Attn, Mrs.Saunders Planning application NYM/2015/0781/FL

04 pre o0
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I'wish to register my objections to the planniing applicailon NYM/Z015/0781/FL C :

| was very disappointed that ihe previous appeal was turnod down on the size of buildings only and that tho very reei impact on the
environment and residents of this rural communily siluated in a National Park are apparently irrelevant,

Dear Mrs.Satinders,

*As a resident in one of the properties almost under the flightpath of aircraft coming and going | have serious and

valid and concerns about {he nolse nulsance. The geography of the valloy bolow Seuthioor Farnt is such that sound appoars to
be amplified. | am able {o hear cyclists talking as they progress along the road opposite us and the rulting season in the forest
across the valley sounds rather like Jurrassic Park. | bolieve that the proposed airfiold would be serfously delrimental to our quality

of life.

*1 do not believe that the propesed airfleld has any place in a National Park. My understanding of a National Park is that it alms to
protect the environment and landscape agalinst Inappropriate developmont. There is already proviston in the NYNP for those
interesied in flying ~ the well established cantre at the While Horse. This predated the National Park | believe.

*Wae already have quite high aircraft movement In this area. The RAF often have {raining aircraft In the area, to which I have no
objectlion. Helicaplers can be very noisy and bring one out of the hiouse as they fly low and pass over slowly. The vibrations can
also he felt in the house at times. We do not need or deserve to have more inflicted on us.

*Qver the year there are a number of polentlally disruptive and nolsy events in the Park. The pop conceris, car and molor cycle
rallies are not our *cup of tea' bul they occur only two or lhree times a year, Like the wonderful Tour of Yorkshire they are inclusive
and can be onjoyed by the general public and residents atike. The proposed alrfield would cater only for an exclusive group of

haobbyists, whilst having a negalive Impact on the area.

*As a resident of the Natlonat Park | accept the various resfrictions which this imposes. In addition we have no mains gas, mains
water, streellighting or Wifl. But in exchange we live in a beauliful and tranqull place and expected that it would remalh so. The
Park is not a museum, but sonte aclivities, such as the proposed airfield are simply inappropriate.

*Many of the residents in the Langdale End area keep horses and are keen and regular riders, The bridle paths criss-cross the
forest and a number, one in parliciifar, are very close to the proposed runways. As the alriield would have unscheduled flight imas
there is a very real possibilily of a horse belng spooked, resuiting in a sorious accldent. The acilvilies of a number of riders, some

having lived here all thelr lives, would be curiaiiod,

*The applicant claims {hat the airfield would benefit the community. This puzzles me and my neighbours who canhot understand
how this benefit would manifest jtself,

*Finally, we live In a fairly isolated community where neighbours rely on one anolther. The applicant clalins to have informed close
nelghbours, but we have never heen contacled or glven any information as fo the future plans for developinent should the
application be successful. [ belleve the applicant must be well aware of the negative impact on neighbours.

When we arrived some years ago we understood this to he the 'quiet area' of tho forest where riding, cycling and walking wers the
maln racreational activities, As a result we are at a loss as lo why this application was not dismissed by the appeal process.

Mrs.Glynfs Ludkin
Spring Farm,
Langcdate End
Bickley

YO13 0LL
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Ct, topher Knowles
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From; planning@unorthyorkmoors.org.uk
Sent: 03 December 2015 15:14
To! Planning
Subject: Comments on NYM/2015/0781/FL - Case Officer Mrs H Saunders - Received from

Mrs Ruth James at 35 Ryndle Walk, Scarborotgh, YO126iT

[ oppose this plannning application because this is not an appropriate use of land within the national park. |
and many others, including tourists, visit this area for quiet recreational activities such as walking, cycling
and birdwatching. Aircraft will disturb the area with their inevitable noise. They could also disturb the

wildlife,
The moors are already blighted at times by illegal use of vehicles. Please do not allow aircraft to disturb the

peace for many miles around,

Comiments made bv Mrs Ruth James of 35 Ryndle Walk, Scarborough, YO126JT ;
>referred Method of Contact is Email

Comment Type Is Comment

03 DEC 200
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Ch&.uf:opher Knowles

From:
Sent;
To:
Subject:

Julie Dixon -

03 December 2015 15:09
Planning
NYM/2015/0781/FL

Bickley Heights,
Bickley,
Scarborough,
YO130LL,

03.12.15. 03 OEC 2080

cik

Dear Sir or Madam,

Re: NYM/2015/0781/FL
(revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

I arn writing fo inform you of our strong opposition to the proposed aerodrome at South Moor Farm,
YO13 OLW. An asrodrome of any size or description in this neighbourhood is wholly inappropriate. Below

are just some periinent points:

There is no need of aeroplane service in this area.

There are no businesses that will benefit from this service.

The aerodrome and associated flights will be detrimental to this sensitive and unspoilt ecosystem.
There will be increased traffic in the area. The local infrastructure can barely cope with current

demands.
The increased noise arxl traffic will be detrimental to both the local residents and tourlsts, to say

nothing of farm and indigenous animais,

The application absurdiy states that the aerodrome would not significantly add fo background noise.

it may be possible to make this argument of an urban or industrial area. No person who has visited or lived
in this area could sensibly or seriously expect to deny the noise pollution and irritation that an aerodrome

would cause here.
There is virtually no background noise in our area and that is precisely why most residents and

visitors choose to spend time in this quiet, unspoitt, rural area,

An aerodrome would compromise the peaceful enjoyment of residents and visitors alike. I trust that
we cah rely upon you to protect both us and this ecologically valuable area from the aerodrome and

aeroplane flights.

Yours faithfuily,
Julie Dixon
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Sent: 29 November 2015 1420

To: Planning

Subject: Planning Objection - NYM/2014/0819/FL

Dear Mrs Saunders,

Once again, we wish to object very strongly to the planning application to build an airfield at South Moor
Farm, Langdale End {Application number NYiM/2014/0819/FL). Our ohjections are largely the same as
before (Application NYM/2013/0435/FL).

As long-term residents of Scarborough, we frequently enjoy walking in this area and believe the proposal is
wholly inappropriate for a part of the countryside that is valued highly for Its natural heauty and

tranquillity.

We believe the revised application should be rejected on the same grounds as the original application,
namely, that:

« It "would be likely to generate a level of noise and activity that would be detrimental to the
amenities of local resldents and the experience of visitors";

¢ it "would have an adverse Impact on the enjoyment of users of the public rights of way which run
through the site, both in terms of noise and disturbance and public safety"; and

« the proposed new bullding "would have a detrimental impact on the character and appearance of
the area" contrary to the North York Moors Local Development Framework.

It is possible that the proposed development would have some economic benefit for the applicant and a
smail number of aircraft owners. However, the Environment Act says that where such economic benefits
are in conflict with the aim of National Park Authorities to protect the natural beauty and wildlife of the
Parks, then the authorities should "attach greater welght to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the
natural beauty, wild(ife and cultural heritage of the area.”

For these reasons, we very much hope that you will reject this revised application.
Yours sincerely,

Graham Cooper

9 Castle Terrace, 4§ NOV 200
Scarborough
YO11 10X @"

Danielle Salvadori,
9 Castle Terrace,
Scarborough
YO11 10X

Norman Cooper




374 Scalby Road
Scarborough
YO12 6ED
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From: John Dewar
Sent; 30 November 2015 08:50
To; Planning
Cc Migel D'Arcy
Subject; RE: NYMNPA NYM/2015/0781/FL Consultation Lelter
Dear Christopher,

1 have checked with my project manager and we believe that the risks are extremely Jow as a) there is constderable
between the two sites and b) we are not planning to flare as part of our normal operation. The only flaring that we
can envisage is when we production test the well and that is for a limited period of time. This event would be
planned well in advance and could be co-ordinated with flight activity. In saylng this I would like to check that the
flight path of all air traffic should be directed away froim the well site, not only because of the flare, but because of
the other low probability event of planes potentially crashing into the forest/well pad area.

Regards

John

30 NV 200
&

From;: Planhing [mailto:planning@northyorkmoors.org,uk]
Sent: 25 November 2015 12:39

To: John Dewar

Subject: NYMNPA NYM/2015/0781/FL Consultation Letter

Dear Mr Dewar

Please find attached a Consultation letter for the above application from the North York Moors National
Park Authority. The Officer for this application, Mrs Hilary Saunders, has deemed it necessary to contact
you as concem is belng expressed regarding the over-flying of the Ebberston Moor Well Site and we would
be very appreciative of the submission of any comments in relation to this matter.

If you have any questions on the content of the attached letter, please feel free to contact the Authority.

Youirs sincergly

Christopher Knowles
Planning Administration Technician

North York Moors National Park
The OId Vicarage

Bondgate

Helmsley

York

Y0862 5BP

Tel: 01439 772700
Email: planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk

Website: www.northvorkmoors.org.uk




Bickley Heights
Bickiey, Langdale End
Scarborough

Motth Yorkshire
YOU3 0LL

27 November 2015

Reference; South Moor Farm, Langdale end, Scarborough. Change of use of
Iand to form 2 grass runways, extension fo existing aceess track and construction
of and pilot restroowm,

Reference No: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Dear Mrs Saunders,
T wish to object most strongly to the above application

Yours faithfully, 0
Grahaim Dixon. 34 Y\Xg 20
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Fromy tony yamold

Sent: 26 November 2015 12:52
To: Planning

Subject: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Dear Mrs,Saunders,

I write in support of the above application.

I fly a small single engine aircraft purely for recreational purposes & have

seen a humber of general aviation airfields close over the past few years so it

Is encouraging to see that someone is prepared to try & reverse the trend, albeit

with a very modest alrstrip. From my experience fiylng to similar farmstrips, with
constderatton from users {which would almost certainly be few), ho nuisance is caused
& in fact many neighbours are unaware of the actlvity,

I'hope the Committee will glve sympathetic consideration to this application & not be

over-influenced by the oft heard "nimbyism",

Yours truly,

Tony Yarnold

7 Sycamore Close,
tast Barnet,
Herts.

EN4 8AQ
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From: planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk

Sent; 26 Novetnher 2015 14:31

To: Planning

Suhject: Comments on NYM/2015/0781/FL - Case Officer Mrs H Saunders - Received from

Mr John Walker at & Crchard Close, The Beeches, Uppingham, Rutland, LE15 9PF

| fully support this latest planning application ntade on behalf of Mr R Walker for an airstrip and flight
planning/reporting office at South Moor Farm. For the avoidance of dotibt, | am not related to Mr R Walker
and my interest in the application stems from a life-long involvement in aviation as a member of the RAF;
employment in aerodrome management; as a private pilot as well as being an active member of the Aircraft
Owners and Pilots Association.

The current application is a further revised scheme to the previous applications (NYM/2014/0435/FL. and
NYM/2014/0819/F1.) both of which were refused by the Park Authority and then subject in both cases to an
appeal (references APP/W9500/A/14/2212850 and APP/WS500/W/15/3007950 respectively). All of the
applications in question have two elements; the provision of an airstrip and the provision of related
buildings. Although both appeals failed they did not do so In respect of the provision of the airstrip (the
details of which have remained unchanged), only in respect of the proposed aircraft storage building.
Since both of the Inspectors in their independent capacity and with full knowledge of National and Local
Planning Policies have concluded that the aviation aspects of the application are not in conflict with these
Policies, the Park Authority has no grounds to refuse the current application from the aviation perspective.
In deference to the two Inspector's previous findings, the current application does not include an aircraft
storage building but retains the flight planning office which is simifar to a garden shed that would ordinarily
not require planning permission except that it is not intended for domestic use and is located in a National
Park. The Inspector in the second appeal (APPANS500/W/15/3007950) decision letter at paragraph 7
commented as follows on this building:

“7. Two buildings are proposed. The first is a small shed-fike structure that would be used as a flight
planning/reporting office. The Authority has raised no concerns regarding this aspect of the proposals and
nor did the Inspector in respect to the previous appeal. Given the very limited scale of this proposed
structure, [ have found no reason to disagree.”

In the light of this statement, the Park Authorlty has no grounds to refuse the current application in respect

of the proposed building.

Comments made bv Mr John Walker of 8 Orchard Close The Beeches, Uppingham, Ruttand, LE15 SPF
Preferred Method of Contact is Emait

Comment Type is Comment
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( ‘Wendy Strarlgeway — - —
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From: Allerston & Wilton Parish Council
Sent; 12 January 2016 16:29
To: Planning
Subject: NYM/2015/0781/FL
Dear sirs

Unfortunately no one from Allerston and Wilton Parish Council is able to attend the meeting on the 14" January.
The councillors have concerns about this development and feel It is not a suitable development for this area of the
National Park or Dalby Forest, They can see no benefit to the general communities by this development and
only personal gain by the property holder at the expense of others. it seems a very strange way to expand
a B & B business in Ryedale, Sorry for the late reply but { have no broadband since Christmas and had to g0

to my daughters to sent this!
Regards

Lesiey Myers

Clerk to Allerston and Wilton Parish Council
Waterways

iain Street

Allerston

Pickering

North Yorkshire

Y018 7PG

W




Dawn Paton
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From: Hilary Saunders

Sent; 08 January 2016 09:44

To: Planning

Subject: FW: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Mrs Hilary Saunders
Planning Team Leader
Development Management

North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage ’

Bondgate

Helmsiey

York

Y082 5BP

Tet. no. 01439 772700
Waeb: www.northyorkmoors.org.uk

From: Elizabeth Kirk

Sent: 08 January 2016 09:4]
To: Hilary Saunders

Cc

Subject: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Dear Ms Saunders,

[ BIAN 205

PR

On behalf of the Byways and Bridleways Trust, I suppoit the objection of the British Horse Society {o the

application for a runway at South Moor Farm. Even light aircraft can spook a horse, seriously endangering
the rider, and to have the runway crossing the bridleway is a gross interference with the public right.

Elizabeth Kirk. Trustee, Byways and Bridleways Trust , Malior es 5 facs N S
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Dawn Paton

T N I ___ R
From: Elizabeth Kirk -

Sent: 08 January 2016 10;29

To: Dawn Paton

Subject: -Re: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Sozry; my address is:-
Mallories

Friars Hill,
Sinmington,

Y062 681,

Please add fo my objection as follows:-
The fact that two runways and a pilot's rest room are planned shows an anticipated level of noise and air

traffic wholly unsuitable to the location in a National Park.
Elizabeth Kirk

----- Original Message-----

From: Dawn Paton <d.paton@northyorkmoors.org.uk>
To:

Sent: Fri, 8 Jan 2016 10:17

Subject: NYM/2016/0781/FL

CONFIDENTIALITY: The contents of this message are the views of the author, not necessarily the views of
the North York Moors National Park Authority. This is a private message intended for the named
addressee(s) only. its contents may be confidential.

iIf you have received this message in etror please reply to say so and then delete the message. Any use,
copying, disclosure or distribution by anyone other than the addressee is forbidden.
www.northyorkmoors.org.uk .

This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast.
For more information please vislt hitp:/fwww.mimecast.com
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Dawn Paton
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From: Hilary Saunders
Sent; 07 January 2016 14:27
To: Planning
Subject: Fw: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Mrs Hilary Saunders
Planning Team Leader
Development Management

North York Moors National Park Authority The Old Vicarage Bondgate Helmsley York
YO62 58P

Tel. no. 01438 772700
Weh: www.northyorkmoors.ord.uk ‘

Lo Iy .
I =T UAN 201
From: John Cook ‘ @
Sent: 07 January 2016 14:17 _
To: Hilarv Saunders

Ce:
Subject: NYM/201 5/0781/FL

Burgate Farm, Harwood Dale, Scarborough, YO13 0DS Tel: 01723 870333

Your ref: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Dear Ms Saunders,

PLANNING APPLICATION AT SOUTH MOOR FARM, for RUNWAY FOR LIGHT AIRCRAFT etc.
The British Horse Society objects strongly to the above application, for the following reasons:

1. Horses are a fright and flight animal and large nolsy aeroplanes
approaching from above are very similar to prey animals. Which means
that to have planes descending and taking off near the bridieway which
crosses the site is extremely dangerous for the safety of any riders

and their horses.

Riders have been killed when their horses reacted to over head low
flying aircraft; and this is why the BHS and the RAF have been jointly
working together to encourage riders to wear high viz jackets etc. at
all times, so as to allow the pllots to see them from a safe distance.

1




2. Riders both local and tourists bringing thelr own horses on holiday
to this area, expect to enjoy the peace and quiet of the natural
environment and not to encounter industrial objects with their
associated noises,

3. 1 am aware that similar applications for the intended
industrialisation of the area by aircraft have been hefore the
Inspectorate twice before. But on neither occasion did the Inspector
addross the effect of the application upon the users of the minor
public highways, both the bridleway and the unclassified road.

{ must repeat that we think the effect of the aircraft upon this area

is against National Park purposes and dangerous for any member of the
public who wishes to quietly enjoy the natural environment on
horsehack,

I would be grateful to know the decision on this matter, and if it is
turned down, whether the applicant makes an appeat.

Yours sincerely, A

Catriona Cook MBE (Mrs)

BHS Regional Access Officer
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A Q North York Moors National Park Authority

[ § %- Planning Consultation Form
% X
skl -~
OnpL? Case Officer: Mrs H Saunders ' e

Application Number: NYRM/201 510781IFF3 b ¢

Site: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough

Development Description: change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and
construction of pilot/restroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL)

Applicant: Mr R Walker
(Please Tick One Box Only)

The Parish/Town Council has no ohjection to this application O

The Parish/Fown Council objects to this application
(A reason must he given)

e oxhotiad o \oky L@M&lww)(m
3 o sleal Owaioud, © o)

X

«\

The Parish/Town Council supports this application [}
(A reason must be given)

Signed __
On behalf of Ebbersfon \qnth“?edingham Parish/Fowit Council

Date \me 2oVl

North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage, Bondgate, Helmsley, York, YO62 5BP
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Ebberston with Yedingham Parish Council

Andrew Wyatt 17, Main St, Ebberston, N. Yorks YO13 9NR

Website http://rvedale.myzen.co.uk/ebherston/

8th Dacember 2015

Mrs H Saunders
Planning Officar
North York Moors National Park Authority

The Old Vicarage ' 2] Qi:l’{; ?b,b
co AL oo

Bondgate

Helmslay i

Y062 GBP @'
Dear Mrs Saunders

NY/2014/0819/FL — Revised Scheme South Moor Farm Langdale End Scarborough

} have haan asked by the Parish Councll to advise you that we remain opposed to the revised
application for this scheme. in addition, following the change of some of tha Cotincllfors at the
recent election, further Issues and concerns have been identified to support our objection.

ObJection Summary

Ebberston Parfsh Counclils previous objections where based around the Impact the proposed
installation would have upon the local anvironment and the people living within and visiting this

area,
Our continued objection is based upon this and also the following Issues:-

1. The flight path from stated main runway passes directly over fwo natural gas
Installations located approximately 350 metres from the south facing end of the main

airstrip

2. The installation of any anclilary equipment at these sites, Including gas flare system
ete, would present additionat significant risk of a major incident with low flying aircrafi,

3. The easterly end of the anclilary runway {East - West) lles approximately 20 metres
from the very poptilar Tabuiar Hilis Walk and the Dolby Forest drive,

4. The applicant quotes minimal additional buildings or infrastructure and benefits to
local tourism and employment, These stataments are contradicted by assoclated
documentation included in the application.

6. The application states no additional facllities required; including car parking, storage
of alrcrafts and utilities / waste products required for ils operation.

6. The supporting documentation for this revised application Is at best confusing,
containing repetitive and irrelevant statements and elements that directly coniradict
the planning application

7. The application references “approval by local neighbours” within 1 mile of the proposed
facllity, this 1s clearly hased upon a selective sampling procedure as Ebberston PC, In
rapresenting local residents, Is aware of strong opposition from the residents of Bicklay
and the surrounding areas.

8. The planning application site notice was not posted untll 03.12,15 thus providing
reduced opportunity for public comment

1
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Supporting Information and Notes

1.1 Third Energy North Moor gas well A has recently recelved approvai fo commance
commercial operation for the extraction, processing and distribution of natural gas
from the site.

1.2 Northern Gas has an installation adjacent to the third energy site that forms part
of the gas national grid system

1.3 Light aircraft are at greatest risk of incident during takeoff / {anding, and whilst the
probability of an incident involving an aircraft using this proposed facilily is relatively
fow, a weighting of the risk against the consequences is such that a detailed
Hezop* type risk assessment should bhe conducted prior to any planning

approval.*(A hazard & operabilify study)

2.1 Whilst we have no documentation to confirm the Installatlon of a flare stack they
are comtmonly used within gas processing Installations to safely dispose of excess
gas during normal operations and process disruptions. The operation of flare
stacks presents a significant risk to low flying alrcraft approaching or departing the
proposed air strip. Again this risk requires further investigation

3.1 The applications accompanying documentation states the majorily of visitors to
Dalby Forest park cars at the visitor centre focated some 6 miles from the site. The
proposed site lies adjacent to the Tabular Hills Walk the Dolby Forest Drive, is
close to focal view polnts, walks and picnic areas.

4.1 The completed NYMNP application states:-

No provision of storage of waste materials

No provision for car parking

No changes to existing residential / none residenlial floor space
No employment existing or new

No storage hazardous materials { fuel lubricants etc)

6.1 Pianning Statement — Rural Planning Consultants
This document is confusing and extremely difficult to follow. It is repetitive and
contalns numerous Irrelevant references. Statements made within this document
contradict the NYMNP application and other accompanying documentation:-

« The proposed use Is by the applicant and local residents - therefore no
uplitt to the applicants B&B and other local business

¢ States that foolpaths and bridleways are not generally used by forest
visitors

s States provision for the storage of and waste management with all
buildings being compatible with the surroundings

» The airstrip design fakes Into consideration access and car parking

» Several reference aircraft maintenance and storage of 10 light aircraft

6.2 Mass environmental report states storage for 10 aircrait.

99 BEC 20D




Concluding comments

As you will note from the above there are a number of unconsidered risks with regard
to adjacent gas facilities and a significant number of anomalies within the presentation.
The Councll wouid like to have sach point clarltied, as clearly It would not be corcect to
progress unaddressed. Most of (he points in this response are due to a diiigent analysis
by a Parish Councillor. It would have been better if these points had been qualified prior
to circutation In fact the presentation is flawsd.,

Yours sincerely
Andrew Wyalt
Clerk to the Council
e
v(::\:S) (2
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‘Dawn Paton

{3 — —
From: Walsh, James (NE)
Sent: 18 December 2015 13:00
To! Planning
Subject: RE: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough - NYM/2015/0781/FL
Attachments: 140207 South Moor Farm aerodrome revised application.pdf; ATTO000%.txt

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the above, In our previous response (attached), we advised that further

information should be submitted on the direction of flights and whether they would towards the North York Moors .~

Special Protection Area {SPA}. This information does not appear to have been provided in the October 2015 report. N\
- .

We therefore do hot have any additional comments to make at this stage. Tl \\_
. : -'K{b
Kind regards Pﬁb"
James Walsh ﬂjjg-fg’ A T
\
Lead Adviser : NSO s

Yorkshire & Northern Lincolnshire Team
Natural England

Laterai

8 Cily Walk

Leeds

L3111 9AT

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for pecple to enjoy, where wildlife Is protected
and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

In an effort to reduce Natural England’s carbon footprint, | will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to
meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

Natural England is accredited to the Cabinet Office Customer Service Excellence Standard

From: planning@northyorkntoors.org.uk [mailto:planning@northyorkmoors.org, uk]
Sent: 16 November 2015 12:38

To: Consuitations (NE)

Subject: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborotigh - NYM/2015/0781/FL.

Vou have received this email from Noxth York Moors Natjonal Patk Authority (Planning Service) in
relation to a planning matter at South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough.

The attached correspondence contains important information; please retain it for your records.
If this is a consultation/te-consultation please click the link

hitp ://plauning.norﬂworkmoors.or,q.ukll\lorthgate/LocalConsultationsfPLAuth/Login.aspx?LAYOUT=UE&
RetunUrl=%2Northga te%2fLocalConsultatio115%2ﬂ’LAuth%2f0utstandingConsultationsScarch.aspx

In any correspondence, please quote the Council reference number, which is included in the attached letter.

If you have received this email in error, please forward it to planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk.

Tf you cannot open the attachment you can download the following software free of charge:
1




. Microsoft Word Viewer for Word attachments.
- Adobe Reader for PDF attachments. i
("

CONFIDENTIALITY: The contents of this message are the views of the author, not necessarily the views of
the North York Moors National Park Authority. This is a private message intended for the named

addressee(s) only. Its contents may be confidential,
If you have received this message in error please reply to say so and then delete the message. Any use,

copying, disclosure or distribution by anyone other than the addressee is forbidden.
www.horthyorkimoors.org. uk

This email has been scanned for email related threats and delivered safely by Mimecast.
For more information please visit http:/iwww.mimecast.com
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‘Date: 04 February 2018
- ur ref: 140207
four ref: NYM/2014/0819/FL

Mrs H Saunders
Planning Officer
North York Moors National Park Authority

Customer Sarvices
Hornbeam Houso

> Crewrn Business Park
gg?]c%lgt:lcarage Electra Way
Crevre
?e!rl?sley Chaoshire
or ~ CW1 664
YQ62 bBP T s
© vt .
TR
BY EMAIL ONLY \ DKL

Dear Mrs Saunders

Planning consultation: Application in respect of change of use of land to form 2 no, grass runways,
construction of storage building and pilotrestroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2013/0435/FL)

Location: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 27 January 2015.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004
CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES REGULATIONS 2010 (AS AMENDED)
WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981 (AS AMENDED)

Internationally and nattonally designated sites

The application site is within or in close proximity to a European designated site (also commonly
referred to as Natura 2000 sites), and therefore has the potential to affect its interest features.
European sites are afforded protection under the Conservation of Habitats and Specles Regulations
2010, as amended {the ‘Habitats Regulations’). The application site is in close proximity to the North
York Moors Speclal Protection Area (SPA) which is a European site. The site Is also notified at a
national level as North York Moors Site of Special Scientific Interest (5S8l). Please see the subsequent
sections of this letter for our advice relating to SSSi features.

in considering the Furopean site interest, Natural England advises that you, as a competent authority
under the provisions of the IHabitats Regulations, should have regard for any potential impacts that a
plan or project inay have'. The Consetvation objectives for each European site explain how the site
should be restored and/or maintained and may be helpful in assessing what, if any, potential impacts a
plan or project may have.

! Requirements are set cut wilhin Regulaiions 61 and 62 of the Habitals Regulalions, where a serfes of gtops and tests are
followed for plans or projects that could potentially affect & European site, The steps and tests set out wilhin Regulations 61
and 62 aro commonly reforred to as the *Habitats Regulalions Assesamant’ procass.

Thoe Government has produced cora guidance for compelent authorities and devalopers o assist with the Habitats
Regulations Assessment process. This can be found on the Delra website. hitp:nwnwer. defra gov.uk/abitats-

roviewfimplamentation/process-guidance/guidance/sitest

Page 1 of 3




Further information required
The consuitation documents provided by your authority do not include information to demonstrate that

the requirements of Regulations 61 and 62 of the Habitats Regulations have been considered by your
authority, i.e. the consuitation does not Include a Habitats Regulations Assessment.

- In advising your authority on the requirements relating to Habitats Regulations Assessment, it is
Natural England’s advice that the proposal is not necessary for the management of the European site,
Your authority should therefore determine whether the proposat is likely to have a significant sffect on
any European site, proceeding to the Appropriate Assessment stage where significant effects cannot
be ruled out, Natural England advises that there is currently not enough information to determine
whether the likelihood of significant effects can be ruled out. In our response to the previous application
at this site (13" September 2013), we advised that further information should be submitted on the
number and direction of flights that wouid take place, in order to determine the likely level of
disturbance to bird species which are interest features of the North York Moors SPA. We note that the
information submilted by the applicant states that flight activity will be restricted to 20 movements per
day. Howsver, we advise that further information is submitted on the direction of flights and whether
these are likely to be towards the SPA boundary to the north-west, We also advise that a suitably
worded condition Is included in any planning permission to state that aerobatics, or special events
which would involve a greater number of flights, do not take place.

S58]
Our concerns regarding the potential impacts upon the North York Moors SS8SI coincide with our

concerns regarding the potential impacts upon the North York Moors SPA, and are detailed above.

Should the application change, or if the applicant submits further information relating to the impact of
this proposal on the $881 aimed at reducing the damage likely to be caused, Natural Engtand will be
happy to consider it, and amend our position as appropriate.

If your Autharity is minded to grant consent for this application contrary to the advice relating to the
North York Moors contained in this letter, we refer you to Section 281 (8) of the Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 (as amended), specifically the duty placed upon your authority, requiring that your Authority;
« Provide notice to Naturat England of the permission, and of its terms, the notice to include a
statement of how (if at all) your authority has taken account of Natural England's advice, and
+ Shall not grant a permission which would allow the operations to start before the end of a pariod
of 21 days bheginning with the date of that notice.

Deslgnated landscapes
The proposal is located within the North York Moors National Park. As advised in our previous

response, due to the nature and scale of the proposed storage building, we do not consider that it is
likely to significantly impact on landscape character. However, the proposed flight activities are likely to
impact on the purposes of designation of the National Park, in particular the sense of tranquillity which
is recognised as one of its special qualities. We recontmend that the number of flights and related
activities Is taken into account when determining this application.

Protected Species .
We have not assessed this application and associated documents for impacts on protected species. [f

the LPA is aware of, or representations from other parties highlight the possible presence of a
protected or priority species on the site, the authority should request survey information fron the
applicant before determining the application. The Government has provided advice? on pricrity and
protected species and their consideration in the planning system. .

Natural England has published Standing Advice on protected species. The Standing-Advice inEludes a
habitat decision tree which provides advice to planners on declding if there is a ‘re‘ﬁ}s‘onabie likelihood’
of protected species being present. It also provides detailed advice on the protgﬁ}gd species most often

e :
2 \\Q} ,-’]
Paragraph 98 and 99 of QDPM Clreular 0612005
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( e;ffected by development, including flow charts for individual species to enable an assessment {o be
made of a protected species survey and mitigation strategy.

You should apply our Standing Advice to this application as it is a material consideration in the
determination of applications in the same way as any individual response received from Naturat
England following consultation.

The Standing Advice should not be treated as giving any indication or providing any assurance in
respect of European Protected Species (EPS) that the proposed development is unlikely to affect the
EPS present on the site; nor shouid it be interpreted as meaning that Natural England has reached any

views as to whether a licence may be granted.

If you have any specific questions on aspacts that are not covered by our Standing Advice for
European Protected Species or have difficutty in applying It to this application, please contact us with
details at consultations@naturalenaland.org.uk.

Othar advice
We would expect the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to assess and consider the other possible impacts

resulting from this proposati on the following when determining this application:

» local sites (biodiversity and geodiversity)
+ |ocal landscape character
+ local or national biodiversity priority habitats and species.

Natural England does not hold locally specific information relating to the above. These remain material
considerations in the determination of this planning application and we recomimend that you seek
further Information from the appropriate bodfes (which may include the local records centre, your local
wildlife trust, local geoconservation group or other recording society and a local landscape
characterisation document) in order to ensure the LPA has sufficient information to fully understand the
impact of the proposal before it determines the application. A more comprehensive list of local groups
can be found at Wildlife and Countryside link.

We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any
queries, please contact James Walsh on For any new consultations or issues, please
contact consultations@naturalengtand.org.uk.

Yours sincerely

James Walsh _ VTR
Yorkshire & Northern Lincolnshire Teain ' '
1§ 0r0 200
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From; Hilary Saunders

Sent: 17 December 2015 12:00

To: Planning

Subject: Fwd: South Moor Farm Langdale End - Runway proposals
Attachments: Grass runway application comments 16,12.15 (1) PL.docx

Sent from Samsung Mabile

———————— Original message -------~

From: Andrew Wyatt < o

Date: 16/12/2015 19:36 (GMT+00:00) 17 .
To: Hilary Saunders <h.saunders@northyorkmoors.org,uk> { OEC 208
Subjeet; South Moor Farm Langdale End ~ Runway proposals g

Dear Mrs Saunders

I am attaching the response to this planning application on behalf of the Parish Couneil.
I will post to you the reply form duly completed.

Thank you for your help and assistauce in allowing a delay in replying.

Yours sincerely
Andrew Wyatt
Clerk to the Council




Ebberston with Yedingham Parish Council

Andrew Wyatt 17, Main St, Ebberston, N. Yorks YO13 9NR

Wehsite http://ryedale.myzen.co.uk/ebberston/

8™ December 2015

Mrs H Saunders

Planning Officer

North York Moors National Park Authority

The QId Vicarage f ? E}E{: 2335
Bondgate

Helmsley

Y062 56BP

Dear Mrs Saunders
NYM/2014/0819/FL — Revised Scheme South Moor Farm L.angdale End Scarbarough

| have been asked by the Parish Gouncil to advise you that we remain opposed to the revised
application for this scheme. In addition, following the change of some of the Councillors at the
recent election, further issues and concerns have been Identified to support our chjection.

Objection Summary

Ebherston Parish Councils previous objections where based around the impact the proposed
instalation would have upon the iocal environment and the people living within and visiting

this area.
Our continued objection is based upon this and also the following issues:-

1. The flight path from stated main runway passes directly over fwo natural gas
installations located approximately 350 metres from the south facing end of the main

airstrip

2. The installation of any ancillary equipment at these sites, including gas flare system
elc, would present additionat significant risk of a major incident with low flying aircraft,

3. The easterly end of the ancillary runway (East — West) lies approximately 20 metres
from the very popular Tabular Hills Walk and the Dolby Forest drive,

4. The applicant quotes minimal additional buildings or infrastructure and henefits to
local tourism and employment. These staternents are contradicted by associated
documentation included in the appiication.

5. The application states no additional facilities required, including car parking, storage
of aircrafts and Utflities / waste products required for its operation.

8. The supporting docurnentation for this revised application is at best confusing,
cohtaining repetitive and irrelevant statements and elements that directly contradict

the planning application

7. The application references “"approval by local neighbours” within 1 mile of the
proposed facility, this is clearly based upon a selective sampling procedure as
Ebherston PC, in representing local residents, is aware of strong opposition from the
residents of Bickley and the surrounding areas.

8. The planning application site notice was not posted until 03.12.15 thus providing
reduced opportunily for public comment

1




Supporting informaticn and Notes

1.1 Third Energy North Moor gas well A has recenily received approval to commence

commerctal operation for the extraction, processing and distribution of natural gas
from the site.

1.2 Northern Gas has an installation adjacent to the third energy site that forms part

of the gas national grid system

1.3 Light aircraft are at greatest risk of incident during takeoff / ianding, and whilst the

2.1

3.1

probability of an incident involving an aircraft using this proposed facilily is
refatively low, a welghting of the risk against the consequences is such that a
detailed Hazop* type risk assessment should be conducted prior to any planning

approval.*(A hazard & operability study)

Whilst we have no documentation to confinn the installation of a flare stack they
are commonly used within gas processing instaliations to safely dispose of
excess gas during normal operations and process disruptions. The operation of
flare stacks presents a significant risk to low fiying alrcraft approaching or
departing the proposed air slrip. Again this risk requires further investigation

The applications accompanying documentation states the majority of visilors to
Dalby Forest park cars at the visitor centre located some 5 miles from the site.
The proposed site lies adjacent to the Tabular Hills Walk the Dolby Forest Drive,
fs close to local view points, walks and picnic areas.

4.1 The completed NYMNP application states:-

» No provision of storage of waste materials

+  No provision for car parking

¢ No changes to exisling residential / none residential fioor space
» No employment existing or new

+ Nostorage hazardous maferials { fuel lubricants etc)

8.1 Planning Statement — Rurat Pianning Consultants

This document is confusing and extremely difficult fo follow. It is repetitive and
contains numerous irrelevant references. Statements made within this document
contradict the NYMNP application and other accompanying documentation:-

» The proposed use Is by the applicant and local residents - therefore no
upliff to the applicants B&B and other local business

+ States that foolpaths and bridleways are not generally used by forest
visitors

* States provision for the storage of and waste management with all
buildings being compatible with the surroundings

+ The airstrip design takes into consideration access and car parking

* Several reference aircraft maintenance and storage of 10 light aircraft

6.2 Mass environmental report states storage for 10 alrcraft.




Concluding comments

As you will note from the above there are a number of unconsidered risks with regard
to adjacent gas facilites and a significant number of anomalies within the
presentation. The Council would like to have each point clarlfied, as clearly it would
not he correct to progress unaddressed. Most of the points in this response are due
to a diligent analysis by a Parish Councillor. It would have heen belter if these points
had been qualified prior to circulation in fact the presentation is flawed.

Yours sincerely

Andrew Wyatt
Clerk to the Gouncil
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From: Hilary Saunders

Sent: 09 December 2015 17:13

To; Planning

Subject: FW: NYM/2015/0781 South Moor Farm revised airstrip etc

W »Saw\.au—s

Mrs Hilary Saunders
Planning Team Leader
Development Management

North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage

Bondgate

Helmsley

York

Y082 5BP

Tel. no. 01439 772700
Web: www.northyorkmoors.org. uk

From: Rona Chatles

Sent: 09 December 2015 17:06 T0REC 2055
To: Hilary Saunders
Cc: Rachea! Smith &b\

Subject; NYM/2015/0781 South Moor Farm tevised alrsttip etc

Hilary

I am awars that it seems the ecology advice has not been clear enough for previous applications at this
site, s0 am keen that it is expressed unambiguously this time. The following is based on the initial advice
given to us by RSPB in September 2013 (at the foot of this message).

I consider that the report by Acorus may be mistaken in saying that there are no ecology issues from the
proposed development. In 6.6 Ecology, It is correct in saying that there are no SPAs or SSSIs within 2km.
However there are two bird species of particutar concern breeding in the adjacent forest and either could
be within that distance of the application boundary. Goshawk is specially protected under Schedule 1 of the
Wildiife and Countryside Act. To avoid the risk of illegal persecution, goshawk nest sites are kept
confidential. The second is nightjar, where Important concentrations of this species breed in forest clearfell
sites and young plantations, to the extent that this area may qualify as a Special Protection Area for this
species. Both could be very vulnerable to disturbance if nesting close by when construction commences or
if afrcraft subsequently fly close to their nests, such as when taking off or landing.

To avoid the risk of damaging disturbance, the potential impact on these birds, and possibly others of
which | am not aware, should be properly considered and any appropriate mitigation proposed before
planning permission is given. There is an active Forest Bird Study Group covering Forestry Commission
forests hare which might be willing to liaise with a competent ecologist on this topic.

I hope that is helpful.




Thanks, Rona - {' _

Rona Charles

Ecologist

Conservation Department

North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage, Bondgate

Helmsley, York Y0862 6BP UK

Tel: 01439 772700  Fax: 01439 770691
r.charles@northyorkmoors.org.uk
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From: Lindsay, Michelle

Sent: 09 September 2013 11:56

To: Hilary Saunders

Cc: Rona Chatles; Willlam Shaw

Subject: EW: Planning application for two grass runways In the National Park

Dear Hilary,

1 discussed this with Rona last week, and i afraid it's not possible for me to give a more detailed or definite
opinion on this without more detailed information regarding use of the site and surrounding area by birds. However,
my initial thoughts are as follows:

e Light aircraft are known to cause disturbance to birds at other sites. Broadly speaking this is believed to be
due to visual disturbance and noise both from the aircraft themselves and possibly personnel movements as
well. :

¢ The N. Yorkshire forest Is an important area for several bird species of Conservation concern that are legally
protected from or potentially sensitive to disturbance, e.g. Goshawk, Nightjar etc.

+  Runways, bulldings and infrastructure with capacity for 10 aircraft sounds to me like a sizeable development
for a quiet Greenfield site in a rural area.

Therefore, | am wondering if this proposal meets the threshold for EIA (either on size, or on the basis the sensitivity
of the location and It's wildiife)? My view would be that potential impacts on birds from the proposal shouild be
properly identified and assessed prior to any consent, due to the likely occurrence of Schedule 1 species (Wildlife
and Countryside Act), Annex 1 {Habitat Regulations) species and other species of conservation
importance/protected species. ILis likely that iitigation of some form would be required during construction and
possibly operation.

{ hope this helps.

Best wishes,
Michelle

Dy Michelle Lindsay
Conservation Officer for Yorkshire

RSPB, Priory Strest Centre
15 Priory Streef, York, YO1 6ET

rsph.ord.uk

Let's glve nature ahome




RN A }

b e e

Historic England

2 0 DiC

YORKSHIRE OFFICE ~cop ek to

Mrs H Saunders
North York Moors National Park Authority

The Old Vicarage Qur ref: P00487052
Bondgate

Helmsley, York

North Yorkshire 3rd decambes, 2015
Y062 5BP

Dear Mrs Saunders

Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applications Direction 2015 &
T&CP (Development Management Procedurs) (England) Order 2015

SOUTH MOOR FARM, LANGDALE END, SCARBOROUGH
Application No NYM/2015/0781/FL

We have received amended proposals for the above scheme. The application is a
Revised Scheme for change of use to form 2 no. grass runways, and the construction
of a pllot restroom bullding. We have considerad the application and offer the following

advice.

Summary
The application is a Revised scheme for the creation of a grass airfield of 2 no.

runways with a new pilot restroom building. Historic England (writing as English
Heritage) previously provided advice on this application on 6th January 2015, At that
time our recommendation was that the application should be withdrawn or refused
because it did not include any detail of the heritage assets, their significance or the
impact of the proposal on that significance. The current application now includes a
Herltage Statement (Linda Smith, Feb 2015) but excludes a storage building,
proposed in the orlginal application, and these changes are to be welcomed. The
applicant proposes that, should the application be approved, the existing overhead
power cable will be buried, although this may directly impact on hationally important
but undesignated heritage assets, and as a consequence para 135 of the Natlonal
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) applies. Historic England recommends that the
application can be determined with a condition for an appropriate level of

archaeological mitigation.

Historic England Advice
South Moor Farm site is located in an area of intense archaeological activity

characterised by a complex variety of archaeological and earthwork forms.

Sy N 37 TANNER ROW YORK YO$ 6WP 8
2 %’ Stonewall
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Historic England Is subjact o the Froedom of Information Acl. 2060 {FOIA) and Exvironmentel Informelion Regulations 2004 (EIR). All
information held by the organiselion will be accossible in response to an Inforaralion request, unfess one of the exempilons In the FOIA
or EIR applfos.
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Approximately 135 metres to the north-west of the farm complex is the scheduled
Bronze Age ‘Three Howes Round Barrow cemetery' (National Heritage List for
England no.1019936). This consists of the clearly visible earthwork remains of 3 no.
burial monuments, dating to ¢2700-700BC. Less than 500 metres to the south of the
farm complex is the extensive Scheduled Monument of ‘Embanked pit alignments,
linear earthworks, round barrows and cairns' (NHLE 1019601). This monument
consists of a collection of standing earthwork and buried remains spanning the

Neolithic to Iron Age periods.

Whilst these two named Scheduled Monuments are the largest (by area) in the vicinity
of the application site, the South Moor Farm complex is surrounded by numerous other
Scheduled sites, being discrete cairns (standing earthworks created by the clearance
of fields and used as markers or butial sites) and barrows (burial monuments), all of
which date to the Bronze Age (c. 2,500-4,000 years ago). The archaeological
evaluation of Fylingdales Moor following the fire in 2003 demonstrated that in this
landscape, extensive associated archaseological remains exist between the designated
sites, all of which contribute to the significance of the monuments as well as being
important in their own right. It should be assumed until demonstrated otherwise that
the spaces between the designated sites around South Moor Farm have similar
archaeologlcal potential. In particular, south of the designated 'Three Howes Round
Barrow cemetery' there are other undesignated barrows (identified from the Historic
Environment Record - HERY), which may be considerad to be of national importance
given the relationship with the designated barrows.

The sum vaiue of the numerous designated sites and the potential of the spaces
between the sites Indicates that the application site is part of an extensive prehistoric
cultural landscape, characterised by high visibility and good preservation levels. The
relationship between the various sites and the archaeological potential of the spaces is
part of the 'setting' of the designated sites and therefore a considerable part of thelr

significance,

The proposed grassed runways and small pilot restroom bullding are not considered to
sgnificantly impact on the setting (and thereforo the significance) of the scheduled
sitos, and we welcome the declsion to omit the large storage bullding which would
have doubled the footprint of the existing bulldings. However, the suggested number of
flight 'movements’ (up to 20 per day) could have a negative impact on the public
experience and enjoyment of, and thus the setting and significance of the designated
heritage assets. This Is identified in the Heritage Statement and as a consequence it is
proposed that the number of flights is to be limited, to a maximum number per day.
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The heritage statement Identifies that there will be no physical impact on designated
heritage assets, which is agreed by Historic England. However, should the application
be approved, the applicant intends to bury the overhead efectricity cable. The
implication of this s that the burial of the cable will have a physical impact on
undesignated heritage assets ~ specifically barrows 6291 and 6290 (as identifled on
the HER). It is suggested in the Heritage Statement that a watching brief would be a
suitable archaeological response to this proposal. We do not accept that there is
justification for such an intervention in these unscheduled barrows which should be
considered of national importance hecause of thelr relationship to the other prehistoric
monuments in this wider prehistoric landscape. The barrows may also contain human
remains. It would be far more appropriate, and potentially cheaper, to avoid the
barrows completely, or failing this, it may be necessary to undertake additional
evaluation survey in order to identify the best route for the electricity cable in order to
minimise any physical impact on these and other archaeological remains,

Para 132 of the NPPF states that the more important the asset the greater the weight
that should be given to the asset's conservation, whilst para 135 draws attention to the
slgnificance of hon-designated heritage assets and the affect of direct or indirect
impacts on those assets. The context of the application site is that it is surrounded by
heritage assets of the highest importance, and has the potential for extensive non-
designated archaeological remains to be encountered. The proposal to bury the
electricity cable across the two undesignated Bronze Age barrows can be considered
‘harm’ to those heritage assets, but can be mitigated by re-routing of the cable, or
failing this, archaeological evaluation in advance of the intervention,

Recommendation
Historic England recommends that the application can be determined with a condition

for the alignment of the electricity cable away from the Bronze Age barrows and an
appropriate level of archaeologial mitigation.

It Is not necessary to consult us again on this application. Please send us a copy of the
dscision notice in due course. This will help us to monitor actions related to changes to

historic places,

Yours sincaraly

Keith Emerick
Ancient Monuments Inspector
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or EIR applles.
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ce: Grah'am Lee, Senior Archaeclogical Conservation Officer, NYMNPA.
Louisz Giegavy, Acorus Rural Property Sanucas.
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From; Mrs J. Marley, Clerk to Hackness & Harwood Dale Group Parish Council
Sent: 03 December 2015 19:25
To: Planning
Subject: Comimenis on NYM/2015/0781/Fi.

PROPOSAL: change of land use to form 2 grass runways and construction of pilot/restroom building

(revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL) at South Moor Farm, Langdale End
This application has been considered by Councillors.

Objections continue to be expressed in light of continuing concerns regarding the
noise issue and unacceptable impact on the peacefulness of the surrounding area,

It has also been suggested that should this application be approved, there is the
potential for a future application to be submitted for an aircraft storage building,
thereby attempting to achleve what has already been refused.

J Marley {(Mrs)

Clerk to Hackness and Harwood Dale Group Parish Council

{(comprising the parishes of Broxa cum Troutsdale, Darncombe cum Langdale End,
Hackness, Harwood Dale, Silpho, and Suffield cum Everley).

Annan,

41 Scalby Road .
Burniston, ' ﬂ %5353 2635

Scarborough
Y013 OHN CIK

WARNTNG

This E-mail and any attachments may contain information that is confidential or
privileged, and is intended solely for the use of the named recipient.

If you are not the intended recipient, please be aware that any disclosure, copying,
distribution or any action taken is prohibited and may be unlawful,

Any opinions expressed are those of the author and not necessarily the view of the

Counecil.

HE
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From: Hilary Saunders

Sent; 03 December 2015 08:25

To: Planning

Subject: FW. South Moor Farm Planning Application
Attachments: NYM_2015_0781 _FL.pdf

Mrs Hilary Saunders
Planning Team Leader
Development Management

North York Moors National Park Authority
The Old Vicarage

Bondgale

Helmsley

York

YO62 5BP

Tel. no. 01439 772700
Web: www.northyorkmoors.org.uk
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From: Langford, Ian

Sent: 02 December 2015 17:12

To: Hitary Saunders

Subject: FW: South Maoor Farm Planning Application

Hitary,

Please find altached letter with comments on the planning application currently submitted at South

Moor Farm, Dalby Forest.

Hard copy in post,
Kind regards
tan

<<NYM_2015_0781_FL.pdf>>
Kind regards
lan Langford AssocRICS, ICIOB

Estates Surveyor
Forestry Commission
Outgang Rd | Pickering | North Yorkshire | YO18 7EL
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Forestry Commission

England

Yorkshire Forest District
QCutgang Road
Picketing
North Yorkshire
Y18 7EL

{Estates and Wildlife Gplion 4)
North Yorkshite Moors Nalional Park Authority,
The Old Vicarage,
Bondgate,
Helmslay,

York, e .
Morth Yorkshire, 03 BEC 208

YOB2 58P,
2™ Dacember 2015

Dear Mrs. H Saunders,
RE: Planning application NYM/2018/0781/FL

The following comments were previously submitled in response to the consultation for planning application
NYM/2013/0435/FL. The comments ramain relevant due to the surrounding tree cover and consideration/
mitigation would need to be applisd regarding the potantial Implications of each of the following commants,

The appiicant's agent rafers to the Civil Aviation Authority {CAA) guidance document on the Safe Operating
Practices at Unlicensed Aerodomes. Within this docurmient, 3.6 refars to the design being such that obstacles
such as trees and power lines slc, should not obstruct the approach and take-off paths. The proposed site is
surrounded by Irees and both runways are orientated so that the take-off andfor landing approach will be

over the tree canopy.

3.7 of the CAA guidance refers to the orlentation of the runway with regards the prevalling wind and also the
polential effect of buildings, trees and other natural features on ths local surface wind. The surrounding trees
may have a potential impact on the airfields winds through wind roll over sle, thus affecling its safe

opearatioh.

Due to the close proximity of the run ways to the surrounding {rees, the runways may be regarded as
challenging or be classed as unsuitable for some light aircraft/pilots. If a light aircraft wers to get Into difficuity
on take-off or tanding, this would potentially occur onfover the surrounding Farestry Commission land,
heightening the assoclated risks such as fire.

During harvesting operations, a Cotntryside Rights of Way (CROW) closure and Public Rights of Way
reslrictions are in place. This is for health and safety of the forest users to take Into account normal
associated risks of feiling works, but also the potential risk that a chalh could detach from the machine and
travel in any direction {including upwards), potentially causing serious injury/demage. This risk would
therafore apply 1o any light aireraft fiying above the felling areas.

In addition, one of the runways will have the final take-offfianding approach over the Dalby Forest Drive,
potentially posing as a distraction to road users,

Yours sincerely,

fAr. lan Langford AssocRICS
Estates Surveyor
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NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL
BUSINESS and ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

LOCAL HIGHWAY AUTHORITY Y
CONSIDERATIONS and RECOMMENDATION '

]

Application No: NYM15/781/FL.

change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and construction of

Proposed Development: 4 /o troom building (revised scheme to NYMI2014/0819/FL)

Locatlon: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough

Applicant: Mr R Walker

CH Ref: Case Officer:  Kay Aitchison
Area Ref: 4121/53D Tel:

E-mail:

County Road No:

To: X&r}t}l;ﬂ\;;rk Moors National Park Date: 2 Desember 2016
The Old Vicarage
Bondgate
Helmsley
Y062 5BP

Although there are No Highway Objections to this application it should be
noted that the Highway Authority has concerns regarding the proximity of the
auxiliary runway to the live carriageway, Dalby Forest Drive. As this will only
be used occasionally it is felt that the distraction of an occasional light aircraft
landing or taking off could result in conditions which are prejudicial to
highway safety. Dalby Forest Drive is a private toll road and any warning
sighage should be agreed with The Forestry Commission.

Signed: Issued by:

Kay Altehlson Whitby Highways Office
Discovery Way

Whithy

North Yorkshire

Y022 4PZ

For Comorate Director for Business and Environmental Services

B2 BEC 2015
CiK

My
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Fhom: Hilary Saunders

Sent; 30 Noveimber 2015 08:30

To: Planning

Subject: Fwid: SOUTH MOOR FARM - RE-APPLICATION TWO GRASS RUNWAYS AND

ACCOMMODATION

Sent from Samsung hMabile

-------- Original message --------

From: Andrew Wyatt<_ B

Date: 28/11/2015 19:02 (GMT+00:00)

To: Hilary Saunders <h.saunders@@northyorkmoors.orguk>

Subject: SOUTH MOOR FARM - RE-APPLICATION TWO GRASS RUNWAYS AND

ACCOMMODATION

Deat Mrs Saunders

I am writing to confirm our telephone conversation regatding the above application in patticular a point
raised from the Parish Council.

It has been suggested there nmay be an issue with allowing aircraft to overfly the Ebberston gas well site
incurring risk due to the possibility of flave off from the stack producing products of combustion and heat

which could affect safety of passing aircraft.
The Council has requested clarification from the appropriate lead bodies and authotitics to confirm the safe

passage sitnation or not.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter,

Yours sincerely 90 NV 2015
Andrew Wyatt @/
Cletk to the Council
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From: Hilary Saunders

Sent: 30 November 2015 14:15

To; Planning

Subject: FW: South Moor Farm Afrfield Planning Application
Attachments; Airstrip PA 2015.docx

Mrs Hilary Saunders
Planning Team Leader
Development Management

North York Moors National Park Authority .
The Old Vicarage 9 0 NGY 205

Bondgate

Helmsley @
York

Y082 5BP

Tel. no. 01439 772700
Weh: www.northyorkmoors,org.uk

From: Tom Chadwick

Sent: 30 November 2015 14:07

To: Hilary Saunders

Subject: South Moor Farm Airfieid Planning Application

Dear Hillary,

Please find attached our letter of objection to the proposed airfield development at South Moor Farm
Langdale End,

Kind regards
Tom Chadwick

Chalrman NYMA




North
Yorkshive
Moors
Assooiation

Reg. Charlty 517639
North Yorkshire Moors Association, 4 Station Road Castleton. Whithv. North Yorkshire yo21 2EG

Planning Application NYM/2014/0819/FL

Application in respect of change of use of land to form 2 no., grass runways, and construction of
pilot/restroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL} at South Moor Farm, Langdale End,
Scarborough

Grid Reference 430579 490131

N ber 30 2015 P
ovember 2 3 UNSV Z(Hb

Dear Hillary,

The North Yorkshire Moors Assoclation submitted an objection to the first planning application for
an airfield proposal at South Moor Farm in June 2013, After considering the details of this new
planning application, NYM/2015/0781/FL, the North Yorkshire Moars Association would lke to once

again register our objections,

Our objections are that the development is contrary to National Park Policles and National Policies,
We consider that the cumulative effact of two aircraft runways with stationary aircraft parked in the
open and the associated aircraft activity and noise, amounts to an inappropriate development in the
National Park.

The area around Langdale End and South Moor Farm is a delightful part of the National Park wit!y a
mixture of open landscape with distant views and extensive wooded areas. Its remoteness from any
larger settiements meansiitis a particularly ¢uiet area. The proximity to Dalby Forest and the Dalby
Forest Trail makes it a well-used area for walkers, cyclists and horse riders.

We consider this proposed change of use an inappropriate development in the National Park and
especlally in this area. The efevated position of South Moor Farm and the exposure of the holding
mean that the proposed change of use which includes two runways wilt make it unmistakeably an
airfield rather than a farm holding. This will be further exacerbated by the visible presence of
standing aircraft and subsequent aircraft movements which we feel will change the location from an




area in which visitors can enjoy peace and tranquillity, to one disturbed by alrcraft noise, from low
flying aircraft, particularly that of landing and taking off.

Natlonal Park Purposes

The Statutory Purposes of the National Park are;

1) to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area;
i)} to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special gualities
of the area hy the public.

These purposes are an intrinsic part of the National Park Local Development Framework {LDF} and
recognised in the Governiments National Planning Policy Framewotk (NPPF}, paragraph 17, Core
Planning Principles.

Natlonal Planning Policy Framework

Paragraph 115
“Great welght should be given to conserving landscape and scenfc beauty in National Parks,

the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of
protection In relation to landscape and scenic beauty”

Note 25 of para 115 points to Circular 2010 for further guldance

English National Parks and the Broads UK Government Viston and Circular 2010

23) “ arge numbers of people visit and learn about the Parks every year, drawn by thelr
landscapes, the chance to escape day to day pressures and above dll to experience
The sense of freedom, peace, adventure and enrichment which generations have
enjoyed since the Parks were first established.
No two Parks are the same and the Government looks to Individual authorities to identify
The speclal qualitles of thelr Park including those assoclated with the cultural heritage, wide
open spaces, coastlines, the sense of wildness and tranquillity and the dark night skies that

Parks offer”, 3 0 RGY 2005

NOISE

The application omits to say how many aircraft movements per day there will be and for the purpose
of this application that is something which we feel should be made clear. Any aircraft movement
comprising of taxiing, take- off and landing from this location will spoil the quiet enjoyment of those
people who are walking, cycling or horse riding in the area and that it wili cause unnecessary
disturbance to residents in this area of the Park,

National Planning Policy Framework

Paragraph 123
“ planning policles and decisions should alm to:

o avold noise from giving rise to significant Impucts on health and quality of life as a result of
new development;




* mitlgate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on hedlth and quality of life arising
from noise from new development, including through the use of conditions;

* recognise that development will often create some noise and existin g business wanting to
develop in continuance of thelr business should not have unreasonable restrictions put on
them because of changes In nearby land uses since they were established,*® and

* ldentlfy and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relati vely undisturbed by noise

and are prized for thelr recreational and amenity value for this reason.”
28 subject to the provistons of the Environmental Pratection Act 1990 and other relevant law

With regards to identifying arcas of tranquiility a planning policy guidance note to para, 123 says;

“There are no precise rules, hut for an area to be protected for its tranqulility it is likely to be
relatively undisturbed by noise from human caused sources that undermine the intrinsic character of
the area. Such areas are likely to be already valued for their tranguillity, including the abifity to
perceive and enjoy the natural soundscape, and are quite likely to be seen as special for other
reasons including their landscape®.

Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 30-012-20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014

g KoY 2
Natlonal Park Local Development Framework
Core Strategy and Development Palicies
Core Policy A
Delivery of National Park Purposes and Sustainable Development

(1) “Providing a scale of development and a level of activity that will not have an unacceptable
impact on the wider landscape or the quiet enjoyment, peace and tranguillity of the Park, nor
detract from the quality of life of local residents or the experience of visitors.”

Development Policy 14

1) The proposal will provide opportunities for visitors to increase their awaren ess,
understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the National Park in @ manner
that will not undermine the speclal qualitles of the National Park or In any way that
conserves and enhances the special qualities.

3) The development will not generate an increased level of activity, including nolse which
would be likely to detract from the experience of visitors and the quality of fife of local
resldents,

With regards to the noise, it is clear that the increase from ambient background ievels to that
created by the movement of aircraft on the site and in the air especially during take-off and landing
is considerable. Background levels are approx. ane sixteenth as loud as the fly-past by the Rallye
aircraft used by the applicant as measured at the South Moor Farm site.

However, it is simplistic to assume that by merely quoting the sound energy level of a noise this
describes all the charactetistics of that sound and how people are affected by it,




This is clearly described in the proof of evidence presented by Mike Stigwood of MAS Environmental
In an appeal case re- Elvington Park Ltd.

“All qudible sounds Impart messages to the listener. Nolse describes those sounds which are
unwanted and which generally have negative connotations or messages, They intrude upon and
distract people from either their work or recreation depending on @ complex range of factors,
especially the noise characteristics and the message imparted by the noise. The extent to which a
nolse intrudes Is not dictated by Its decibel level. Nolse can be so fow in energy level that it Is
Immeasurable In a practical sense, but it can still cause a nuisance in law’, The declbel fevel only

plays a minor part”.

Mike Stigwood. MAS Environmental POE 3,16 Appeal by Elvington Park Ltd, Inspectorate ref.
APP/C2741/08/2092716 Qctober 6 2000

Note 1 refers to the case of Godfrey v Conwy County Borough Council 14th November 2000 ref,
C0/438/2000

Paragraph 27, 28
in which the following statement is affirmed.

27} what is in my judgement fatal, is that it is, on the statutory provisions to which Fhave
referred, impossible to contend either that a particular decibel level, or noise above the naturally
occurring amblent level, must be demonstrated before a statutory nuisance can he
ShOWN......... Therefore my response to the first question they pose:

“\Whether a nolse which, measured by a nolse meter, does not add measurably to the background
level of noise but which, by the virtue of its nature Is obtrusive, annoying and out of character with
the area in which It occurs is capable of amounting to a Statutory Nuisance,”

30 KGY 2015

28} would answer “yes”

Although the planning inspector dismissed the noise factor in the 2013 Appeat by saying that;

"Technical evidence shows no real likelihood of noise levels that would be harmful to residential
amenity or the enjoyment of the area by visitors”

It appears to us that this conclusion was not based on a full understanding of the complexities of the effects
of nolse which are described by Stigwood and others, but more simply on the sound fevels alone, which the
inspector admits are “nolsy but not unduly so”

Jh summary we cannot agree with the Inspector’s conclusions on nolse and consider that any number of
afrcraft movements at South Moor Farm is completely unacceptable and would represent an Intrusive noise
for visitors seeking the enjoyment of a particulatly quiet area of the National Park.

It would in addition introduce an unacceptable level of noise for residents in the area who have the
expectation of the quietness which is a characteristic aspect of living in this area. It wouid be contrary to the
enjoyment of the special qualities of the National Park,

Cumulative Impact




It seems clear to us that the cumulative Impact of the proposed changes to this site transform a farm from
its present appearance to a very ohvious airfield. Two runways, a pilot/restroom building, a brightly coloured
windsock and a proposal to put warning notices up when the second runway is used, collectively, will he
recognised as an airfield rather than a traditional farm holding. The operational activities of afrcraft flights

and aircraft standing in the open will only confirm this change.
In summary we feel this is a proposal which will be intrusive both In terms of the runways and In terms of

visuat disturbance and naoise.

We respectfully ask for it to be refused permission.

A0
o 7
Tom Chadwick a0 (N !

Chairman North Yorkshire Moors Association
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From: planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk

Sent; 25 November 2015 14:16

To: Planning

Subject: Coniments on NYM/2015/0781/FL - Case Officer Mrs H Saunders - Received from

David Smith - Ranger South at NYMMNPA, Via Email:
d.smith@northyorkmoors.org.uk

Comments made previously relating to public rights of way and the proposed development of this site are
still valid for this latest planning application. The main concern is the safety of the public using the public
rights of way on or close to the development site, especially the potential danger to horse riders using the
public bridleway. Due to the unpredictable behaviour of a horse and the way it may react to low flying
aircraft, It is highly possible this will create a serious risk of injury to a rider should their horse decide to holt,
more so where the horse and rider have very littte experience of such an activity or situation.

Comments made by David Smith - Ranger South of NYMNPA Via Email: d.smith@northyvorkmoors.org.uk
EMail: d.smith@notthyorkmoors.org.uk
Preferred Method of Contact is: Email

Comment Type is Comment
Letter ID: 448704

Comments are confidential,
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Ministry
of Defence

Mrs H Saunders ‘
North York Moors National Park Authority
Planning Department -

The Old Vicarage

Bondgate

Helmsley

York

YOB2 5BP

. Your Reference: NYM/2015/0781/FL
Our reference: DIO/SUT/43/4/49 (2015/ 1863)

Dear Mrs Saunders,

MOD Safequarding — RAF Fylingdales

HS
Defence

Infrastructure

Organisation

Safeguarding Department
Statutory & Offshore

Defence Infrastructure Organisation
Kingston Road
Sutton Coldfield

- West Midlands

B76 7RL

wvrwlmod,uk/DIC
19 November 2015

23 NOY 281

Rel

Application in respect of change of use of land to form 2 no. grass rimway

and construction of pilot/restroom building (revised scheme to

Proposal:
NYM/2014/0819/FL)

Location;

Grid Ref: 490586, 490218

Planning Ref: NYM/2015/0781/FL

South Moor Férm, Langdale End, Scarborough

Thank you for consulting the Ministry of Defence (MOD) on the above proposed development which
was received by this office on 17/11/2015. 1 can confirm that the MOD has no safeguardving

objections to this proposal.

FHrust this is clear however should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me.,

Yours sincersly

Laura Nokes
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From: Hilary Saunders
Sent: 19 November 2015 1006
To; Planning
Subject: FW: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough ~ NYM/2015/0781/FL
Attachments: South Moor GEL Comments.pdf

Mrs Hilary Saunders’
Planning Team Leader
Development Management

North York Moors National Park Authority The Old Vicarage Bondgate Helmsley York
Y062 5BP

Tel. no. 01439 772700
Weh: www.horthyorkmoors.org.uk

1O NOY 2089

----- Criginal Message----- C.lA
From; Graham Lee

Sent; 19 November 2015 09:54

To; Hilary Saunders

Cc: Chris France’
Subject: RE: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough - NYM/2015/0781/FL

Thanks, Hitary. ['ve been checking the files and my original comments (attached) pretty much apply. It all
relates to whether ground disturbance is necessary - the current application suggests that the only ground
disturbance required will be the undergrounding of the electricity supply. Provided this carefully avoids the
known barrow sites and is subject to appropriate mitigation (our full archaeological condition to facilitate an
archasological watching brief funded by the developer), this should be fine.

Although | haven't visited the site, the consensus between the Heritage Consultant and MAW (who
remembers dealing with the site some 10 years ago) is that the round barrows along the western end of the
E-W runway (HER 6200-92) have been completely levelled, aithough likely to possess important surviving
below-ground deposits (hence the concern about limiting ground disturbance).

In my original note | mention two prehistoric linear earthwork houndaries which can be seen running north
towards the where the runways intersect although they fade from view ¢,130m to the south. Should any
ground disturbance, other than undergrounding the electricity, become relevant a geophysical survey
would be useful in clarifying the presence and locations of below ground surviving archagology.

The only other point to clarify relates to a comment in the Heritage Consultants report, final paragraph,
Section 6.0, where - referring to the proposed aircraft storage building - it states that "There is no known
designated archaeology on or close to the footprint and it is too far east to be a likely location for
undiscovered archaeology". This is too sweeping a statement. [t may be less likely that further funerary
monuments would be encountered in this eastern pait of the site but the potential for other surviving buried
archaeological remains ¢cannot be ascertained without further investigation.

Thanks
Graham

----- Original Message-----
From; Hilary Saunders
Sent: 17 November 2015 09:54




To: Graham Lee b
Subject: RE: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough - NYM/2015/0781/FL ( R

Hi Graham,

Basically he has removed the bullding and is now saying runways only......you might want to have a qulick
chat with Chris F about this one.

Hilary

From: Graham Leg
Sent: Tuesday, November 17, 2015 9:39 AM

To: Hilary Saunders
Subject: FW: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarhorough - NYM/2015/0781/FL

Hi Hilary - What do you want / need from me here? How has the application changed?
Can you remind me what | said boefore...?

Thanks

Graham

----- Original Message-----
From: Planning
Sent: 16 November 2015 12:34

To: Graham Lee
Subject: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough - NYM/2015/0781/FL

You have received this email from North York Moors National Park Authority (Planning Service) in rolation
to a planning matter at South Moor Farm, l.angdale End, Scarborough.

The attached correspondence contains important information; please retain it for your records.
If this is a consultationfre-consultation please click the link

http://olanning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/t ocalConsultations/PLAuth/ ogin.aspx?L AYOUT=UE&Ret
urnUri=%2fNorthgate%2fLocalConsultations%2fPLAuth%2fOutstandingConsultationsSearch.aspx

In any correspondence, please quote the Council reference number, which is included in the attached
fefter.

If you have received this email in error, please forward it to planning@northyorkmoors.org.uk.

If you cannot open the attachment you can download the foliowing software free of charge:
- Microsoft Word Viewer for Word attachments.
- Adobe Reader for PDF attachments,
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Wondy Strangeway

From; Hilary Saunders

Sent; 01 August 2013 14:23

To; Planning

Subjeot: FWINY1W/2013/0438 Souith Moor Farm

Mrs Hilary Saunders
Planning Team Leader (South)
North York Moors Natiohal Park Authorty

Tel. no. 01430 772700

Wab: www.northy orkmoors.org.uk

Pleass note that | do not work Mondays and my normat worldng hours are:

Tuesday - Friday: 8.30an until 4,30pm . ——
NYMNPA.

From: Graham Lee =T AUG208

Sent: 01 August 2013 14:12 A3S

Tot Hilary Saunders
Subject: NYM/2013/0435 South Moor Farm

Hi Hilary « If this proposal stands a realistic shance of baing implemented, there are a number of
archaeologleal cencerns, ;

Itlies within an area rich In prehistorlc archaeology — literally surrounded hy Early Bronze Age burial
mounds (although many of these have been redused of fovellad by past autivation) and with a cotniplex of
prehistoric boundaries (which appear {6 prediate the burial mounds) within 100m of the runways. Two of the
lalter boundarles can he seen running towards the Intersection of the runways Hefore they are lost to sight..
The potential for there being lovallad hut previously unrecorded archasology within this ganeral area Is thus
very high and the full archaeological condition or a legal agreement will be reqired to control / facilitate the

Tollowing matters. As far as possible, any ground disturbance associated with_the development should be
kept to a minimum In order fo keap the archaeologloal Implications to & minimum. Do we know whether
they nteed to ‘iImprove' the lines of the proposad runways-or are the current ground suifaces perfectly
accoptable for purpose? '

In addition there ar6 the sites of two round barrows which will nead to be carefully marked out and
preoludad from any ground distirbance, in order to protect the burled remalns. The storage huilding at its
proposed siting will require archaeological obsarvation and recording during the process of slte preparation
& construction, .

Please keep me in the loop regarding prograss with this one.

Many thanks

Graham Les
Senior Archasologloal Conservatlon Offiger

. ' N &
Please note that my usual working days ars Tuesday to Friday. i9 WJV 01

North York Moors National Park Authority
Tha Ol¢l Vicarago

Bondgate, Helmslay,

York YO&2 6BP, *




W{Iﬁ,&Stralﬁeway — — —

~ From: planning@northyorkmaors.org.uk
Sent: 16 November 2015 17:50
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on NYM/2018/0781/FL - Case Officer NAis:H Sauinders - Received from

Mr Leslie Atkinson at Ramblers, Fulmar Cottage, Stoupe Brow,, Scarborough, North
Yorkshire, YO130NH

Our Objections are exactly the same as before. it is the wrong business in the wrong place, it does not in
any way fit a National Park. The people who would get benefit from this would not be local people. The
Noise and disturbance would be horrendous, We have planes flying over us quite often and the noise is
very disturbing. Landing and taking off would be worse. Landing and taking off in an area surrounded by
trees also very dangerous for the public. There are two RowW crossing this tand and would be affected very
soriously by aircraft taking off and landing.. The Safety of the public is paramount. Sorry but it does not fit
a National Park at all. There is plenty of space out side it in much better locations, for such a venture. It
does not serve what the Nationai park is about. The wrong Business in the wrong place. The Forestry
roads would be at risk also as one runs down the side of this application. Therefore the "Ramblers are
definitely against this third application, how many more times are they going fo try. The message is loud
and clear that only the fliers want it,

Comments mads by Mr Leslie Atkinson of Raimblers. Fulmar Cottage.. Stoune Brow,, Scarborough, North
Yorkshire, YO130NH Preferred Method of
Contact is Email

Comment Type is Comment

Ty 208




/-
Wi dy Strangeway

I . _ N __ e —
From: ALLEN, Sarah J - an behalf of NATS Safeguarding <
Sent; 17 November 2015 11:04
To: Planning
Suhbject: Your Ref: NYM/2015/0781/FL {Cur Ref; SG4841)

The proposed development has been examined from a technical safeguiarding aspect and does not conflict with our safeguarding
criteria. Accordingly, NATS (En Route) Public Limited Company {"NERL"} has no safeguarding objection to the proposal.

However, please be aware that this response applles specifically to the above consultation and only reflects the position of NATS
(that Is responsible for the managenient of en route alr traffic) based on the information supplled at the time of this

applicatfon, This letter does 1ot provide any indication of the position of any other partly, whether they be an alrport, airspace
user or otherwise, It rematns your responsibility to ensure that all the appropriate consultees are properly consulted.

If any changes are proposed to the information supplied to NATS in regand to this application which become the basis of a
revised, amended or further application for approval, then as a statutory consultee NERL trequires that it be further consulted
on any such changes prior Lo any planning permission or any consent being granted.

Yours faithfuliy,

Sarah Allen
Technlcal Administrator
On behaif of NERL Safeguarding Office

17 NOV 2018
CA

If you are not the intended reciplent, please notify our Help Desk at Email Information.Solutigns@nats.co.uk
Immediately. You should not copy or use this email or attachment(s) for any purpose nor disclose their contents

to any other person.

NATS computer systems may be monitored and communlcations carried on them recorded, to secure the effective
operation of the system.

Pisase note that neither NATS nor the sender accepts any responsibillty for viruses or any losses caused as a
result of viruses and It is your responsibility to scan or otherwise check this email and any attachments.

MATS means NATS (En Route) plc (company number: 4129273}, NATS (Services) Ltd (company number
4129270), NATSNAV Ltd (company number: 4164590} or NATS Ltd (company number 3155567) or NATS
Holdings Ltd {(company number 4138218), All companies are registered in England and their reglistered office is at

4000 Parkway, Whiteley, Fareham, Hampshire, PO15 7FL.
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14 January 2018

item 1 NYM/2015/0781/FL
Flease note additional wording to he included in the first Reason for Refusal:

1. The Local Planning Authority considers that the proposal would not provide a type of
recreational activity that would further the understanding and enjoyment of the
National Pari’s special qualities, and would be likely to generate a level of noise and
activity that would seriously harm the tranquillity of the area and be detrimental to the
amenities of local residents and the experience of visitors. The proposal would
therefore be contrary to Core Policles A and H and Development Policy 14 of the NYM
Local Development Plan. '

Please note an additional Reason for Refusal as follows:

5. The context of the application site is that it is surrounded by designated heritage
assets of the highest importance. The activity generated by fiight movements and the
impact of stationary aircraft is likely to have a negative impact on the public experience
and enjoyment of, and thus the setling and significance of these designated heritage
assets. Whilst the level of harm is considered to be "iess than substantial”, under
policy 134 of the NPPF such harm must be weighed against the public benefits of the
proposal. In the case of this proposal the level of public benefits are insufficient to
outweigh the resultant harm to these designated hetitage assets of the highest
importance. '

Allerston and Wilton Patish Council - Unfortunately no one from Allerston and Wilton
Parish Council is able to attend the Meeting. The counciliors have concerns about this
development and feel it s not a suitable development for this area of the National Park or
Dalby Forest. They can see no benefit to the general communities by this development and
only personal gain by the property holder at the expense of others. It seems a very strange
way to expand a B & B husiness in Ryedale.

The British Horse Soclety - Strongly objects to the application for the following reasons:

1. Horses are a fright and flight animal and large noisy aeroplanss approaching from above
are very similar to prey animals. To have planes descending and taking off near the
bridieway which crosses the site is extremely dangerous for the safety of any riders and their
horses. Riders have heen killed when thelr horses reacted to overhead low flying aircraft:
and this is why the BHS and the RAF have been jointly working together to encourage riders
to wear high viz fackets etc. at all times, so as to allow the pilots to see them from a safe
distance.

2, Riders expect to enjoy the peace and quiet of the natural environment and not to
encounter industrial objects with their associated noises.

3.1 am aware that similar applications for the intended industriaisation of the area by aircraft
have been before the Inspectorate twice befors. But on neither occasion did the Inspector
address the effect of the application upon the users of the minor public highways, both the
bridleway and the unclassified road.

The effect of the aircraft upon this area is against National Park purposes and dangerous for
any meimber of the public who wishes to quietly enjoy the natural environment on horseback.




Byways and Bridleways Trust - Support the objection of the British Horse Society. Even
light aircraft can spook a horse, seriously endangering the rider, and to have the

runway crossing the bridieway is a gross interference with the public right. The fact that two
runways and a pilot's rest room are planned shows an anticipated tevel of noise and air
traffic wholty unsuitable to the location in a National Park.

Others: Dr Julie Dixon, Bickley Heights, Bickley, Scarhorough, YO13 OLL -
Unfortunately, we have no-one available to make an oral presentation to the Planning
Committee therefore would like to stress our continued strong objections, as stated in our
writien representations. The application conflicts with the core policies of the National Park.
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North York Moors National Park Authority

Ryedale District App Num. NYM/2015/0781/FL

Parish: Allerston

Ebberston

Proposal; change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and constriction of

pilot/restroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL})

Location: South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarhorough

Applicant:  Mr R Walker, South Moor Farm, Dalby Forest Drive, Ebherston, Scarborough,

North Yorkshire, YO13 OLW

Agent: Acorls Rural Propetty Services, fao: Mrs Louise Gregory, Old Market Office,

10 Risbygate Street, Bury St Edinunds, Suffolk, IP33 3AA

Date for Decigion: 05 January 2016 Grid Ref: SE 490686 490218

Director of Planning’s Recommendation

Refusal for the following reasons:

1.

The Local Planning Authority considers that the proposal would not provide a type of
recreational activity that would further the understanding and enJoyment of the National
Park's special qualities, and would be likely to generate a level of noise and activity that
would seriously harm the tranquillity of the area and be detrimental to the amenities of local
residents and the expetience of visitors. The proposal would therefore be contrary to Core
Policies A and H and Development Policy 14 of the NYM Local Development Plan.

in the view of the Local Planning Authority the proposed development would have an
adverse impact on the enjoyment of users of the Public Rights of Way which run through
the site, both in terms of noise and disturbance and public safety. The proposal is therefore
contrary to Development Policy 23 of the NYM Local Development Framework.

The Local Planning Authority considers that the cumulative tmpact of the visible presence
of standing aircraft, combined with subsequent aircraft movements and the associated
aircraft activity and noise on this exposed agricuitural holding would change the character
of the site to an airfield rather than a farm holding, to the defriment of the remote and rural
character of the area and its special quality of tranquillity. The proposal would therefore be
contrary to Core Policies A and H and Development Policy 14 of the NYM Local
Development Plan.

It is considered that insufficient information has been submitted to determine whether the
proposal will have a likely significant effect on the interest features of the North York Moors
Special Protection Area (SPAs) because flights from the proposed airstrip could potentially
cause disturbance to SPA birds, which may use offsiie feeding areas closer to the proposal
site, as well as the SPA itself. The proposal is therefore contrary to Core Policy C of the
Local Bevelopment Plan

The context of the application site is that it is surrounded by designated heritage assets of
the highest importance. The activity generated by flight movements and the impact of
stationary aircraft is likely to have a negative impact on the public experience and
enjoyment of, and thus the setting and significance of these designated heritage assets.
Whilst the level of harm is considered to be "less than substantial®, under policy 134 of the
NPPF such harm must be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. In the case
of this proposal the level of public benefits are insufficient to outweigh the resultant harin to
these designated heritage assets of the highest importance.
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Application No: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Consultations

Allerston & Wilton Parish Council — Unfortunately no one from Allerston and Wilton Parish
Council is able to attend the Meeting. The councillors have concerns about this development
and feel it is not a suitable development for this area of the National Park or Dalbhy Forest.

They can see no benefit to the general communities by this development and only personal
gain by the property holder at the expense of others. It seems a very sfrange way to expand a
B & B business in Ryadale.

Darncombe-cum-Langdale End Parish Group — Objections continue to he expressed due to
continuing concerns regarding noise and unacceptable impact on peacefulness. [t has also been
suggested that if approved a future application would he likely to be submitted for an aircraft storage
huilding.

Snainton Parish Council —

Ebherston with Yedingham and Bickiey Parish Council — Remain opposed to this scheme. In
addition, following the change of some of the Councillors at the recent election, further issues and
concerns have been identified to support our objection.

Additional Comments — Previous ohjections where based around the impact the proposed
installation would have upon the local environment and the people living within and visiting this area.
Our continuted objection is based upon this and also the following issues:-

1. The flight path from stated main runway passes directly over two natural gas installations
located approximately 350 metres from the south facing end of the main airstrip.

2. The installation of any ancillary equipment at these sites, including gas flare system etc, would
present additional significant risk of a major incident with low flying aircratt.

3. The easterly end of the ancillary runway {East — West) lies approximately 20 metres from the
very popular Tabular Hilis Walk and the Dalby Forest Drive,

4. The applicant quotes minimal additional buildings or infrastructure and henefits to local tourism
and employment. These statements are contradicted by associated documentation included in
the application.

B. The application states no additional facilities required; including car parking, storage of
aircrafts and utifities / waste products requirad for its operation.

6. The supporting documentation for this revised application is at best confusing, containing
repefitive and irrelevant statements and elements that directly contradict the planning
application.

7. The application references “approval by local neighbours” within 1 mile of the proposed facility,
this is clearly based upon a selective sampling procedure as Ebherston PC, in representing
jocal residents, is aware of strong apposition from the residents of Bickley and the surrounding
areas.

Supporting Inforimation and Notes

1. Third Energy North Moor Gas Well A has recently received approval to commence
commercial operation for the extraction, processing and distribution of natural gas
from the site.

2. Northern Gas has an installation adjacent to the third energy site that forms part of
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Application No; NYM/2015/0781/FL

Consultations {continued)

the gas national grid system. Light aircraft are at greatest risk of incident during
take-off / landing, and whilst the probability of an incident involving an aircraft using
this proposed facility is relatively low, a weighting of the risk against the
consequences is such that a detailed Hazop* type risk assessment should be
conducted prior to any planning approval.*(A hazard & operability study)

3. Whilst we have no documentation to confirm the installation of a flare stack they are
commonly used within gas processing installations to safely dispose of excess gas
during normat operations and process disruptions, The operation of flare stacks
presents a significant risk to fow flying aircraft approaching or departing the
proposed air strip. Again this risk requites further investigation.

4. The applications accompanying documentation states the majority of visitors to
Dalby Forest park cars at the Visitor Gentre located some 5 miles from the site. The
proposed site lies adjacent to the Tabular Hills Walk the Dalby Forest Drive, is close
to local viewpoints, walks and picnic areas.

5. Planning Statement — Rural Planning Consultants is confusing and extremely
difficult to follow. It is repetitive and contains numerous irrelevant references.
Statements ntade within this document contradict the NYMNP application and other
accompanying documentation:-

¢ The proposed use is by the applicant and local residents - therefors no uplift to the
applicants B&B and other local business,
States that footpaths and bridleways are not generally used by forest visitors
States provision for the storage of and waste management with all buildings being
compatible with the surroundings.

* The airstrip deslgn takes into consideration access and car parking.
Several reference aircraft maintenance and storage of 10 light aircraft.

8. Mass environmental report states storage for 10 aircratt.

As you will note from the above there are a number of Unconsidered risks with regard to adjacent gas
facilities and a significant number of anomalies within the presentation. The Council would like to have
each point clarified, as clearly it would not be correct to progress unaddressed. Most of the points in
this response are due to a diligent analysis by a Parish Councilior. It would have been better If these
points had been qualified prior to circulation; in fact the presentation is flawed.

Ward —

Highways - Although no objections it should be noted that the Highway Authority has concerns
regarding the proximity of the auxiliary runway to the live carrlageway. As this will only be used
occasionally it is felt that the distraction of an occasional light aircraft landing or taking off could resuit
in conditions which are prejudicial to highway safety. Dalby Forest Drive is a private toll road and any
warning sighage should be agreed with the Forestry Commission.

Historic England — The current application includes a Heritage Statement and it is recommended
that the application can be determined with a condition for an appropriate level of archaeological
mitigation in relation to the undergroundling of the existing overhead power cable.

South Moor Farm is located in an area of intense archaeological activity, There are two large named
Scheduled Monuments and numerous other Scheduled sites in the vicinity of the application site. It
should be assumed until demonstrated otherwise that the spaces between the designated sites
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Application No: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Consultations {continued)

contribute {o the significance of the monuments as well as being important in their own tight. The sum
value of the numerous designated sites and spaces between them indicate that the site is part of an
extensive pre-historic cuitural landscape, characterised by high visibility and good preservation lovels.
The suggested number of flight movements {up to 20 per day) could have a negative impact on the
public experience and enjoyment of and thus the setting and significance of the designated heritage
assets. Consequently, the number of flights should be limited to a maximum per day.

Forestry Commission — Comments mace previously remain unchanged due to the surrounding tree
cover.

The Civil Aviation Authority guidance document refers to the design being such that obstacles such as
trees and power lines etc. should not obstruct the approach and take-off paths. The proposed site is
surrounded by trees and both runways are orlentated so that the take-off and/or landing approach will
be over the tree canopy. The guidance refers to the orientation of the runway with regards the
prevailing wind and also the potential effect of buildings, trees and other natural features on the local
surface wind, The surrounding trees may have a potential impact on the airfields winds through wind

roll over etc, thus affecting its safe operation.

Dute to the close proximity of the runways to the surrounding trees, the cunways may be regarded as
challenging or be classed as unsuitable for some light aircraft/pilots. If a light aircraft were to get into
difficulty on take-off or landing, this would potentially occur onfover the surrounding Forestry
Commission land, heightening the associated risks such as fire.

During harvesting operations, a Countryside Rights of Way (CROW) closure and Public Rights of Way
restrictions are in place. This is for health and safety of the forest users to take into account normal
associated risks of felling works, but also the potential risk that a chain could detach from the machine
and travel in any direction (including upwards), potentially causing serious injury/damage. This risk
would therefore apply to any light aircraft flying above the felling areas,

In addition, one of the runways will have the final take-off/landing approach over the Dalby Forest
Drive, potentially posing as a distraction to road users.

North Yorkshire Moors Association — Once again object as the proposal is conirary to National
Park and National Policies, The cumulative effect of two aircraft runways with stationary aircraft
parked in the open and the associated aircraft activity (brightly coloured windsock and warning notices
up when the second runway is used), and noise, amounts to an inappropriate development in the

Nationai Park.

The remoteness from any larger settlements means it is a particularly quiet area. The proximity to
Dalby Forest and the Dalby Forest Trail makes it a well-used area for walkers, cyclists and horse
riders. The application omits to say how many aircraft movements per day there wilt be and any
aircraft movement will spoil the quiet enjoyment of those people and will cause unnecessary
disturbance to residents in this area of the Park.

The elevated position and the exposure of the holding mean that the proposed change of use will
make it unmistakeably an airfield rather than a farm holding and the proposal will change the location
from an area in which visitors can enjoy peace and tranquillity, to one disturbed by aircraft nolse,
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Application No: NYM/2015/0781/FL

Consultations (continued)

Itis clear that the Increase from amblent background levels to that created by the movement of
alrcraft on the site and In the air is considerable. Background levels are approx. one sixteenth as loud
as the fly-past by the Rallye aircraft used by the applicant as measured at the South Moor Farm site.

However, it is simplistic to assume that by merely quoting the sound energy level of a nolse this
describes all the characteristics of that sound and how peaple are affected by it. This Is clearly
described In the proof of evidence presented by Mike Stigwood of MAS Environmental in an appeal
case re- Elvington Park Ltd.

"All audlible sounds impart messages to the listener. Noise dascripes those sottiids which are
unwanted and which generally have negative connotations or messages. They intrude upon and
distract people from either their work or recreation depending on a complex range of factors,
aspecially the noise characteristics and the message imparted by the noise. The extent fo which a
noise intrudos is not dictated by its decibel level, Noise can be so low in energy level that if is
immeasturable in a practical sense, but it can still cause a nuisance in law" The dacibel level only

plays a minor part’,

Further case law (Godfrey v Conwy County Borough Council 14th November 2000 ref. C0/438/2000)
states that “on the statutory provisions to which | have referred, impossible to contend either that a
particular decibel level, or noise above the naturally occurring ambient level, must be demonstrated
before a statutory nuisance can be shown... Therefore my response to the first question they pose:

“Whether a noise which, measured by a noise metet; does not add meastirably to the background
level of noise hut which, by the virtue of its nature Is obfrusive, anno ving and out of characler with the
area In which it occurs is capable of amounting fo a Statutory Nuisance,”

1 would answer “yes”
Although the Planning Inspector dismissed the noise factor in the 2013 Appeal by saying that:

"Technical evidence shows no real likelihood of noise levels that woudd be harmful to residential
amenily or the enjoyment of the area by visltors”

It appears to us that this conclusion was not based on a full understanding of the complexities of the
effects of noise which are described by Stigwood and others, but more simply on the sound levels
alone, which the Inspector admits are “noisy but not unduly so"

Any number of aircraft movements is completely unacceptable and would represent an intrusive noise
for visitors seeking the enjoyment of a particularly quiet area of the National Park. It would in addition
infroduce an uhacceptable level of noise for residents in the area who have the expectation of the
quistness which is a characteristic aspect of living in this area. It would be contrary to the enjoyment
of the special qualities of the National Park.

In summary we feel this is a proposal which will be intrusive both in terms of the runways and in terms
of visual disturbance and noise,

NATS Safeguarding — No safeguarding objection.

Scarborough Ramblers ~ Our objections are exactly the same as before. It is the wrong business in
the wrong place. It does not fit a National Park and there would be no local benefit. The noise and
disturbance would be horrendous. We have planes flying over us quite often and the noise is very
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Consultations (continued)

disturbing and landing and taking off in an area surrounded by trees also very dangserous for the
public. There are two RoW crossing this Jand and would be affected very seriously by aircraft taking
off and landing. The safety of the public is paramount. There is plenty of space outside it In much
hettet locations, for stich a venture. The forestry roads would be at risk also as one runs down the

side of this application.

MOD — No safeguarding objections.

Bridlington Rambling Club and Ryedale Group Ramblers Association —
Environmental Health Officer -

Northern Gas Works —

Arglva —

British Horse Society — Strongly objects to the application for the following reasons:

1. Horses are a fright and flight animal and large noisy aeroplanes approaching from above are
very similar to prey animals. To have planes descending and taking off near the bridieway
which crosses the site is extremely dangerous for the safety of any riders and their horses.
Riders have been killed when their horses reacted to overhead low flying aircraft; and this is
why the BHS and the RAF have been jointly working together to encourage riders to wear high
viz jackets etc. at ali times, so as to allow the pilots to see them from a safe distance.

2, Riders expect to enjoy the peace and quiet of the natural environment and not to encounter
industrial objects with their associated noises,

3.1 am aware that similar applications for the intended industrialisation of the area by aircraft
have been hefore the Inspectorate twice hefore, But on neither occasion did the Inspector
address the effect of the application upon the users of the minor public highways, both the
bridleway and the unclassified road.

The effect of the aircraft upon this area is against National Park purposes and dangerous for
any member of the public who wishes to quietly enjoy the nafural environment on horseback.

RSPB -

Natural England - [n our previous response we advised that further information should be submitted
on the direction of flights and whether they would be towards the NYM Special Protection Area (SPA).
This information does not appear to have been provided in the October 2015 report.

Byways and Bridleways Trust — Support the objection of the British Horse Society. Even light
aircraft can spook a horse, serlously endangering the rider, and to have the runway crossing
the bridleway is a gross interference with the public right. The fact that two runways and a
pilot's rest room are planned shows an anticipated level of nolse and air traffic wholly
unsuitable to the location in a National Park.

Advertisement Expiry Date - 24 December 2015
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Third Energy — We believe risks of over fiying are extremely low as there is considerable distance
between the two sites and we are not planning to flare as part of our normal operation. The only
flaring that we can envisage is when we production test the well and that is for a limited period of time.

This event would be pfanned well in advance and could be co-ordinated with flight activity. However,
the flight path of all air traffic should be directed away from the well site, not only because of the fiare,
but because of the other low probability event of planes potentially crashing into the forest/well pad
area.

Chris Levings, 115 Percy Green Place, Ullswater — Suppott. | am a recreational pilot and if the
alrstrip was given permission | would use focal bed and breakfast amenities for focal cycling and

walking holidays in Dalby Forest.

The Aulhority may be concerned abotit the possible impact the airsirip may have on local wildlife and
the general peace and quiet of the immediate area to the air strip, but due to short runways, approach
and departure restrictions you will find use of the strip limited to short take-off and landing aircraft
which in themselves are usually small, light and quiet. Engine nolse in take-off lasts ho more than a
few minutes, less than a motorised lawn mower; and much less than this in tanding. Also many UK
and European airstrips have noise abatement and movement restrictions in force,

The Stow iMaries Aitfield near Southend, is famous not just because it is the only remaining
operational WWH1 airfield but also for its resident wild life conservation,

{ do hope you will support and permit this development, | would be happy to demonstrate landing and
take-off at the strip to alleviate your possible concerns over impact and noise from the small number
of aircraft | belleve would visit,

Tony Yarnold, 7 Sycamore Close, East Barnet, Herts — Suppott. | fly a small single engine aircraft
purely for recreational purposes and have seen a number of small aitflelds close over recent years.
From my experience, flying to similar farm strips no nuisance is caused and in fact many neighbours
are unaware of the activily. | hope the Commiltee aren't over-influenced by nimbyism.

Mr W.D Johnson, 4 Mill Lane, Ebberston — Object as this development is not appropriate to a
National Park. This is “a special place, forged by hature, shaped over generations — where peace and
beauty rub shoulders with a rich history and a warm welcome.” Not noisy and incongruent aitfields.
The suggested number of aircraft movements of up to 20 per day would have a significant negative
impact on the area,

There will be an unnecessary increase in noise disturbance to the surrounding area and its villages.
Assurances are given that aircraft will "avoid flying directly over neighbouring properties.” However
flight paths are rarely adhered to at the best of times and when wind/weather conditions are adverse

they are ignored.

There will not be additional visitors to the area as a result of this proposal. Pilots wili fly in, have a cup
of coffee and fly out. Indeed the presence of this airfield is likely to have, if anything a negative effect
upon visitor numbers.

Brian Turner & Joan Roberts, 1 Bickley Cottages, Langdale End, Scarborough — Residents are
deeply disappointed about the inability of the Planning Authority to stop the detrimental effect the
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operation of this facility will have upon the peace and tranquillily, flora and fauna in the immediate
area and stirrounding parishes. Residents are concerned that both Appeals Inspectors failed to
recognise the considerable number of objections and evidence provided for the initial application
relating to the Sandford Principle. We are particularly concerned that the last Appeals inspector’s
report dismisses important issues such as environmental preservation for fauna and flora, and for
historic sites as irrelevant to the application. Surely the very role of the Appeals Inspectors is to
ensure that such matters are seriously considered and protected.

We recognise the roles, remits and limitations of those involved in both the NYMPA and Forest
Enterprise and we, as a rasidents group, wish to join with the Planning Authority to ensure that we
work as a single entity to protect the very speacial environment we enjoy and to find ways in which we
can stop potentially unmonitorable and uncontrollable developments and allow Dalby Forest and its
environs to continue to attract many users and visitors who enjoy the peace and tranquillity originally
foreseen by Lord Sandford and those responsible for creating the National Parks.

In response to the latest application we resubmit the same objections as were raised before
on behalf of the Blckley Residents Association (BRA);

Wilt lead to loss of habitat and landscape features such as dry stone walls and be detrimental to
walkers, cyclers and horse riders using the extensive rights of way network.
Will be of no social or economic benefit to the local community and can only have an adverse
effect.
The BRA agrees with the National Park Authority’s statements that the area is a rich and diverse
countryside for recreation, has a strong feeling of remoteness and is a ptace for spiritual
refreshment and area of tranguilllity, These qualities enrich the nature of the area and will be
seriously and adversely affected.
It wili be impossible to manage the airstrip in such a way so as nof to uridermine the peace and
tranguillity, landscape and natural habitat and feel this locaticn is entirely inappropriate.
The Park is a worthy designation as a landscape of national importance and this should be upheld
and safeguarded.
It's clear that the proposal conflicts with NYMNPA Core Policy A and Section 62 of the Environment
Act, This is known and acknowledged as a remote area of outstanding beauty peace and tranquillity
and should be protected from this sort of development.
This area is home to many species of birds and mammals which would be adversely affected by
stich development.
Itis strongly felf that the previous noise report was not impartial and restricted sound levels to a

- very small part of the area affected by such an application. It is the urgent request of the group that
ancther, independent noise report is undertaken, commission be the NYMNPA. There is alarge
variaice in noise nuisance created over differing topagraphy by different aircraft and we request
that topography of the “Bickley Bowi” is Included in any monitoring of noise and nuisance to be
caused at the sensitive receptors.
This proposal will detract from the experience of visitors and will irreparably affect the quality of life
of local residents.
While we understand the need for one individual to supplement their income, this should not result
in such irreparable harm to the local and wider enviroitnent and will bring no benefit at all in terms
of employment and income to the wider rural economy.
Bickley, Langdale End, Broxa, Crosscliffe, Darncombe and Deepdale are very special areas in
need of protection to ensure peace ahd tranquiliity, wilderness, beautiful flora and fauna and dark
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skies will remain unspoiled and wili continue to contribute enormously to the 2026 Vision and
heyond.

In addition we wish fo strengthen our objections on grounds of noise pollution. Concerned how the
Planning Authority could measure and monitor noise pollution by aero engines once they are in
flight, Also, as far as we are aware the Inspector made no effort to visit nearhy properties such as
ouirs or immaediate neighbours to assess the impact of sound away from the level surface of the farm
and where sound is likely to be increased because of the valley and other topography.

Colin Langley, 107 Main Street, Ebberston — Object to this which has been rejected on appeal
twice. It is a totally inappropriate use within the National Park and will create noise and disturbance
both to users of the National Park as well as causing disturbance to residents of adjoining villages
such as Bickley and Ebberston. Aircraft approaching or taking off from the airfield will pass over
Ebberston thereby adding considerably to noise which we aiready accept from RAF aircraft training
over the area. :

It a condition to restrict movements to 20 a day was to be included as part of any approval, could it be
offectively monitored and enforced. The temptation to alfow a few more alrcraft in would always be
there. Further if it was to be limited to 10 landings per day that is hardly going to make a noticeable
contribution to visitors to the Park as argued by the applicant.

No evidence of a lack of suitable sites outside the National Park has been produced and | would
argue that the development at this site is both unnecessary and seriously detrimental to the amenity

of the area.

Ebberston Parish Gouncll is objecting to the proposal and | would support them and urge the Park
Authority to continue to resist this inappropriate development.

Nlgel and Julia Blades, 178 Lione! Road, Brentford, Middlesex — Object as will [ead to an
expansion of light aviation in and around the National Park. As a family we regularly enjoy walking
and visiting the National Park and value it highly as an area of great natural beauty. We regularly walk
in Dalby Forest and enjoy the peace and quiet of the countryside. Nearer to home, we often walk in
the Chiitern Hills in Buckinghamshire and on a clear day the sound of light aircraft flying overhead is a
constant presence, reminding you that you are in busy south-east England.

The NYM National Park is one of the last wilderness areas in England and it would be a great shame
ifits speclal qualities of tranquillity and wilderness were to be affected in the same way.

The impact of even low level aircraft noise on tranquitlity should not be underestimated and is not
captured by studies of decibel levels on fanding and take-off.

The maximum 20 take-offs and landings proposed in a single day are likely to occur at holiday times
and weekends and would involve flying over the National Park, disturbing the enjoyment of the Dalby
Forest area by walkers, cyclists and harseriders, as well gs local residents.

The application report asserts thal the area is already subject to military flying. We have very rarely
heard mifitary jets fly overhead whilst walking in the Dalby Forest area. On the rare occasions this has
happened, the noise of the fast-moving aircraft is over in seconds, whereas our experience in south-
east England is that the constant buzz of slow-flying light aircraft is far more disturbing to the natural

soundscape of the countryside.
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Mr & Mrs Marflitt, Howden Farm, Langdale End — Object. Very disappointed with previous appeal
decisions. Also there is a gas well nearby which could be dangerous. Our farm is in the flight path and
we have a lot of animals and horses and bridle paths which are used by children on ponies.

Glynis Ludkin, Spring Farm, Langdale End —~ Object and disappointed that the previous appeal
was turned down on the size of buildings only and that the very real impact on the environment and
residents of this rural community situated in a National Park are apparently irrelevant.

My property is almost under the flight path and I have serious concerns about the noise nuisance. The
geography of the valiey befow South Moor Farm is such that sound appears to be amplified. The
proposal does not have any place in a National Park which aims to protect the environment and
landscape against inappropriate development. The RAF often has training aircraft in the area and
helicopters can be very noisy. The vibrations can also be felt in the house at times. We do not need or
deserve to have more inflicted on us.

Ovar the year there are a number of potentially disruptive and noisy events in the Park. The pop
concerts, car and motor cycle ralfles occur only two or three times a year and like the Tour of
Yorkshire they are inclusive and can be enjoyed by the general public and residents alike. The
proposed airfield would cater only for an exclusive group of hobbyists, whilst having a negative impact
on the area.

We live in a beautiful and tranquil place and expect it to remain so. The Park is not a museum, but
some activities, such as the proposed aitfield are simply inappropriate.

Many residents keep horses and are keen and regutar riders. The bridle paths criss-cross the forest
and a number, one in particular, are very close to the proposed runways. As the airfield would have
unscheduled flight times there is a very real possibility of a horse being spooked, resulting in a serious
accident.

Do not understand how this proposal would benefit the community.

Dr Julie Dixon, Bickley Heights -- Strongly oppose the application. There is no need of aeroplane
satvice in this area; there are no businessos that will benefit from this service; the aerodrome and
associated fiights will be detrimentat to this sensitive and unspoilt ecosystem; there will be increased
traffic in the area: the local infrastructure can barely cope with current demands; the increased noise
and traffic will be detrimental to both the local residents and tourists, to say nothing of farm and
indigenous animals; the application absurdly states that the aerodrome would not significantly add to
background noise - no person who has visited or lived in this area could sensibly or seriousty expect
to deny the noise pollution and iritation that an aerodrome would cause here. There is viruaily no
background noise in our area and that is precisely why most residents and visitors choose to spend
time in this quiet, unspoilt, rural area.

An aerodrome would compromise the peaceful enjoyment of residents and visitors alike. 1 trust that
we can rely upon you to protect both us and this ecologically valuable area from the aerodrome and

aeroplane flights.

Further Comments — Unfortunately, we have no-one available to make an oral presentation to
the Planning Committee therefore would like to stress our continued strong objections, as
stated in our written representations. The application conflicts with the core policies of the
National Park.
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Ruth James, 35 Ryndle Walk, Scarborough — Object hecause this is not an appropriate use of fand
within the National Park. | visit this area for quiet recreational activities such as walking, cycling and
birdwatching. Aircraft wiil disturb the area and wildiife.

Graham Dixon, Bickley Heights — Strongly ohject

Graham Cooper and Danielle Salvadori, 9 Castle Terrace and Norman Cooper, 374 Scalby
Road, Scarborough — Very strongly object to this application. The proposal is wholly inappropriate
for a part of the countryside that is valued highly for its natural beauty and tranquillity. This should be
rejected on the same grounds as the original application in that it would generate unacceptable levels
of noise and activily, it would have an adverse impact on the enjoyment of users of the PROW, both in
terms of noise and disturbance, and would have a detrimental impact on the character and
appearance of the area. The proposal might have some economic henefit for the applicant and a
small number of aircraft owners but these economic banefits are in confiict with the aims of the

National Park.

Mrs J K Ramage, Northside Barn, Bickiey — Object. The applicant does not have the backing of the
Bickley Residents Associalion; | don’t want any planes taking off over me or the area. "Viking” does
not want to re-open the gas plant along the Bickley — Ebberston Road, so there is no need for a
landing strip to bring "Viking" executives to the plant.

Margaret & William Farey, Fox Whin, Bickley — Strongly object. This introduction of an aiifield and
associated activities will destroy the peace quiet and tranquillity that makes this area very special and
is now exfremely rare in this country and is also totally out of keeping with the principles of the
NYMNP

Will aircraft land at South Moor and then fly off again or will they be parked on the premises and wili
they he re-fuslled there? This appears to us that once any planning permission to fly aircraft in & out
of South Moor is granted, then other applications to further develop this site will scon follow.

The area around Bickley offers lovely walks, amazing scenety and a rich variety of wildlife and is
much appreciated and enjoyed by both locals and visitors alike. There is so little man made noise that
any noise from light aircraft is very noficeable and intrusive,

We know from experience (Langdale Quest) that once permission is granted, it is very easy for use
and numbers to escalate and is extremely difficult to monitor and control.

in 2011 Ebberston Parish Council completed a Parish Plan; all households in the parish received a
questionnaire including the residents of Bickley. One of the questions asked what we lked about the
Bickley area and overwhelmingly this was the ‘peace quiet and wonderful countryside’

We urge the NYMNPA to reject this latest application and help us to protect this very special area
from intrusive and unnecessary disturbances,

Mr John Walker, 8 Orchard Close, The Beeches, Uppingham, Rutland — Support. I am not related
to Mr R Walker and my interest in the application stems from a life-long involvement in aviation as a
member of the RAF; employment in aerodrome management; as a private pilot as well as heing an
active member of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association.
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The current application is a further revised scheme. All of the applications have two elements; the
provision of an airstrip and the provision of related buildings.

Although both appeals failed they did not do so in respect of the provision of the airstrip {the detalis of
which have remained unchanged), only in respect of the proposed alrcraft storage building. Since
both of the Inspectors In thelr independent capacity and with full knowledge of National and Local
Planning Policies have concluded that the aviation aspects of the application are not in conflict with
these Policies, the Park Authority has-no grounds to refuse the current application from the aviation

perspective.

The current application does not include an alrcraft storage building bt retains the flight planning
office which is similar to a garden

Background

South Moor Farm is located on Dalby Forest Drive, approximately 1.5km to the south west of the
Dalby Forest toll gate at Bickley and approximately 5.5km to the north east of the Dalby Forest Visitor
Centre. The farm is situated within a large clearing within the forest on undulating land with the
existing farm buildings visible from the Forest Drive.

The farm is run as a small agricultural business with 40 hectares of grazing land for sheep and cows
and a Bed and Breakfast facility comprising four rooms {one twin, ohe double, one family and one
single) operating from the main farmhouse. It also benefits from having a wind turbine.

Planning permission was refused and then dismissed at appeal in 2014 to change the use of the
agricuitural land to provide a general aviation airstrip with two grass runways, a hangar building for the
storage of up to ten aircraft and owner maintenance, and a small building which was to be used as a
flight planning/reporting office. It was proposed that the main runway would be a 600 metre grass strip
aligned south west {o north east with the auxiliary runway only being used when the cross winds are
too strong for the main runway. This would be a 400 metre grass strip aligned west to east. A
bridleway runs adjacent to both the proposed runways and a public highway and public footpath cross

over the auxiliary riunway.

It was also proposed to construct a hangar building located to the south of both the farmhouse and
existing traditional agricultural buildings, and a pilot’s rest room building in the form of a removable

timber shed structure.

It was proposed that the facilities would be restricted to experienced pilots flying to and from the area
with no training flights, practice circuits or aerobatics.

This application was refused on the grounds of unacceptable levels of noise and activity that would be
detrimental to the amenities of local residents and the experience of visitors as wall as harm the
tranquillity of the area, that the building would be substantial in size with poor quality materials and
design and that the propesed development would have an adverse impact on the enjoyment of users
of the Public Rights of Way. The proposal was dismissed at appeal, but the Planning [nspector found
the greatest harm to be the size, design, material and location of the proposed hangar building and
was of the view that disturbance to users of the rights of way network and noise disturbance might not

be unhacceptable.
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Background (confinued)

Consequently a revised application was submitted later in 2014 for a revised scheme which differed
from the previous scheme In terms of the size, design, materials and location of the proposed hangar
buitding, with the proposed hangar building being sited immediately to the east of an existing range of
traditional stone and modern agriculfural buildings, approximately 80m to the south west of the main
house. All other aspects of the proposal remained the same as the previous proposal. A Noise Report
from MAS Environmental was also submitted in support of the application which stated that a
Norsonic 140 sound level meter utilising an all-weather microphone enclosure was installed at South
Moor Farm between 7 and 9 November 2013 to measure ambient noise levels. it aiso stated that
measurements were taken of the applicant’s aircraft performing take-off and landing manoeuvres at
Sherburn in Elmet. In addition, measurements of the applicant's light aircraft flying over South Moor
Farm were taken. The findings of this study indicated that the proposed development could operate
without materially detracting from residential amenity and with appropriate mitigation on the bridleway,
such as sighage and wind socks, horse riders could anticipate the presence of aircraft and engine.
MAS also recommended that a condition fimiting aircraft movements to no more than ten take offs and
ten landings a day and a recommended weekly limit of 40 take offs and landings to ensure the extent

of impact is limited.

Supporting lelters were received primarily from the fying community around the country and a very
farge number of objections, primarlly, but not entirely, from the local community, were also received.
This application was again refused by the Pianning Committee and again dismissed at Appeal, but
only on the basis that the Planning Inspector found the greatest harm to again be the size, design,
material and location of the proposed hangar building. The applicants do hot explain how the buildings
were previously felt to be necessary and can now be simply omitted.

The second Inspector accepted the first Inspectors view that the proposal would not have a
detrimental impact on tranquillity of this part of the National Park and awarded costs against the
National Park Authority for refusing the applicant on the grounds of tranquillity and the setting of the
scheduled monuments.

This third application has now been submitted and seeks permission for the change of use of land to
form two grass runways and to construct a pilot/restroom building. This application does not include a
proposal for a larger aircraft hangar building.

The supporting information again states that flights will be restricted to daylight hours only and that
thera wotild be no traihing flights, practice circuits or aerobatics. It states that there would be a
maximum of 20 alrcraft movements a day (representing 10 take-offs and 10 landings and on average

five visits per week by car.

Main Issues
Policy Context

Core Policy A of the NYM Local Development Framework seeks to ensure that new development
conserves and enhances the Park’s special qualities; with priority being given to ensuring
development does not detract from the quality of life of local residents and suppoits the character of a

settlement.

Gare Policy H of the NYM Local Development Framework seeks to strengthen and support the rural
aconomy by providing local communities with a range of opportunities for entrepreneurship, education

and training.
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Development Policy 7 of the NYM Local Development Framework states that proposals for
development that would have an unacceptable impact on the integrity or seiting of a Scheduled
Ancient Monument or other sites or remains considered to he of hational archasological importance

will not be permitted.

Development Policy 13 of the NYM Core Strategy and Development Policies seeks to support
proposals for the diversification of existing agricultural businesses where the proposed scheine is
compatible with the existing farm activity and is of a scale and nature which will not harm the
character and appearance of the locality, and where the existing access arrangements are
appropriate for the proposed use,

Development Policy 14 of the NYM Local Development Framework seeks to ensure that hew tourisin
development and the expansion or diversification of exlisting tourism businesses will be supported
where the proposal will provide opportunities for visitors to increase their understanding, awareness
and enjoyment of the special qualities of the National Park; where the development can he
satisfactorily accessed from the road network (by classified roads) or by other sustainable modes of
transport including public transport, walking, cycling or horse riding; where the development will not
generate an increased level of activity.

Development Policy 23 of the NYM Local Development Framework seeks to ensure that existing
Public Rights of Way, finear routes and other access routes for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders

are protected.
National Planning Policy Framework

The National Planning Policy Framework sets out that economic growth should be suppoited in rural
areas to promote a strong rural economy, rural tourism and leisure developments that benefit
husinesses in rural areas, communities and visitors and which respect the character of the
countryside. This however should be considered in the context of national policy relating to National
Parks which requires great weight to be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty and
respecting their statutory purposes following designation.

It is considered that whilst the proposal might be of financial benefit to the applicant and provide a
facility for private pilots across the country, it is not considered that this proposed development would
significantly benefit the wider rural economy or the locat community and would not respect the
peaceful character of this part of the National Park and thus conflicts with the National Planning Policy

Framework.
Tourism

Dalby Forest is a regional visitor recreational attraction, as well as being a place where people live,
The Forest is proroted as being a place for non-motorised recreational activity which fuithers the
understanding of the Park’s special qualities and it is well visited by hoth the local population and
tourists from further afield.

It is considered that the proposed airfield and associated storage/parking of aircraft would be very
likely to generate a level of noise and activity that would detract from the experience of other visitors
as well as local residents. The level of activity generated by planes taking off, landing and flying
overhead wouid be extremely difficult to control by means of conditions if this application were

allowed,
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Furthermore, itis not considered that the contribution that the additional visitors arriving by plane to
South Moor Farm might make to the local economy would outweigh the likely harim caused to the
spedcial qualities of the National Park which could as a consequence; result in the reduction of other
visitors to the Forest.

In these respects it is considered that the proposal is contrary to Core Policies A and H and
Development Policy 14 of the NYM Local Development Framework.

Tranqulllity

The importance of tranquillity was eloquently expressed by a member of the public who spoke at the
Planning Committee Meeting on 19 February 2015 in relation to the previous application. It is
important that they are re-iterated because the importance and need for tranquil places must not be
underestimated. The comments made were that "National Parks such as the North York Moors and
beautiful quiet spaces such as Dalby Forest are now, and will become increasingly important for the
physical and mental heaith of those who visit, to find tranquillity, a place where they can play, paddie,
walk, run, cycle, ride and climb safely in beautiful quiet surroundings, to discover the wildlife and fiora,
to spend time away from al} the ever-present noise and overcrowding of urban living and increasingly
elusive work/school life balance”.

The nattonal mapping of tranquillity undertaken in 2006 shows the North York Moors National Park as
being an important and extensive tranquil area. The mapping undertaken by the Campaign to Protect
Rural England shows that almost 80% of the National Park can be classed as relatively tranquil to a
greater or lesser degree. Gonsequentiy, franquiility is one of the Park’s most appreciated special
qualities and in resident and visitor surveys it is repeatedly identified as something that people value
and concern is exprassed ovet its erosion and joss.

Most importantly, tranquillity cannot be assessed simply by measuring predicted noise decibels of a
proposed activity. Tranquillity is about visual disturbance as well as aural disturbance and can be
harmed by such things as eleclricity pylons which disrupt the sky scape, and consequently also by the
movement of light aircraft, The sense of remoteness engendered by the extensive, open,
undevetoped spaces is a valued quality, contributing to people’s enjoyment of ‘getting away from it
all'. These qualities have led people to come to the North York Moors National Park seeking spiritual
refreshment for many centuries and the North York Moors National Park Management Plan 2012 sets
out its aim to protect and increase tranquillity.

Most of the National Park is generally considered to be semi-naturai, remote, wild and free from
obvious human impact. Other elements of the National Park that contribute towards its sense of
tranquiility include running water, and particularly in the south of the National Park (including Dalby
Forest), the presence of native trees and woodland and dark night skies (with the ability to clearly see

stars at night).

The aims and policies set out within the Management Plan seek to protect, expand and improve
existing tranquil areas and dark skies and resist new development in the National Park which will
cause unacceptable light or noise pollution.

it is considered that the noise and activity ih the air of light aircraft generated from the proposed
development would have a detiimental impact on the tranquillity of this part of the National Park.
Furthermore, whilst the appeliant states that no taking off or landing would take place after dark, this
would be difficult to enforce and any such activity would result in localised but significant levels of light
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pollution in an existing very dark area which would have a detrimental impact on the Dalby Forest
Dark Skies status.

In view of the harmful impact on tranquillity that is inevitable due to the nature of the activity, this
proposal would he detrimental to the enjoyment of local residents and visitors alike and contrary to

Core Pollcy A of the NYM Local Development Framework and the objectives of the Management
Plan. The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) which came into force on 6 March 2014
confirms that National Park Management Plans can be material considerations in making decisions on
individual planning applications, where they raise relevant issues. The NPPG also emphasises the
importance of tranquiliity in protected areas:

“for an area to be protected for its tranquillity It Is itkely to be relativoly undisturbed by nolse from
human caused sources that undermine the intrinsic character of the area. Stch areas are likely to be
already valued for their tranquillity including the ability to perceive and enjoy the natural soundscape
and are quite fikely to be seen as special for other reasons including their landscaps.”

Public Right of Way

The farmiand in this locality is a relatively quiet area of the National Park for recreational access
despite being within and adjacent to Dalby Forest. However, there is a public bridleway ahutting the
proposed runways and a public footpath and a Highway Ratione Tenurae (repairs by tenants of the
fands) which both cross the western runway.

The footpaths are used by the Tabular Hills walk, the Pickering to Langdale End part of the Moor to
Sea cycle route and nearby is the Allerston BOAT (Byway open to all traffic) 500208,

It is considered that if the proposed development were to be allowed, there would be an adverse
effect on the enjoyment of users of these Public Rights of Way, both in terms of noise, disturbance
and public safety. Furthermore, it is considered that the dangers, be they either real or percelved, for
horseriders, cycfists and walkers, of planes taking off and landing either in such close proximity to
these routes would significantly detract from their enjoyment of the area. This would be contrary to
Development Policy 23 of the NYM Local Development Framework.,

Impact on Neighbouring Properties

The development site is not bounded by immediate residential neighbours, however, there are
numerous residential properties in the logality that would suffer from loss of amenity, peace and
tranquillity as a result of noise disturbance that will result from aircraft landings and take offs
numerous times a day and incoming and outgoing flights overhead. The proposal would therafore be
contrary to Core Policy A and Development Policy 3 of the NYM Local Development Framework.

Visual Clutter

Whilst it is accepted that the omission of the proposed hangar building would remove one of the
previous reasons for refusal, the consequence of this is that aircraft would have to be parked and
stored in the open. Itis considered that the cumulative effect of two aircraft runways with stationary
aircraft parked in the open and the associated aircraft activity, and noise, would result in a visually
intrusive development, of clearly non- agricultural development, which wouid be to the detrimental to
the tranquil character of the area. The applicant has not confirmed that all the necessary equipment
checks can be undertaken within the building.
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Main Issues (continued)

The constant presence of aircraft in the open landscape will also add to the erosion and tranquillity of
the area and the public enjoyment of a part of the National Park which currently has a sense of deep
rurality, peace and remoteness.

Archaeology

The current application includes a Heritage Statement which to some extent overcomes previous
concerns. However, South Moor Farm is located in an area of intense archaeological activity and it is
likely that the suggested number of flight movements could have a negative impact on the public
experience and enjoyment of and thus the setting and significance of the designated heritage assets,
as stated in the response from Historic England.

Wildlife

It would seem that the previous Inspectors have not thoroughly taken into account the ecological
implications of this proposal.

Having consuited with the Authority's Ecologist, it Is considered that the report by Acorus may be
mistaken in saying that there are no ecology issues from the proposed development., Whilst there are
no SPAs or SSSIs within 2km of the site, there are two bird species of particular concern breeding in
the adjacent forest and either could be within that distance of the application boundary. Goshawk is
specially protected under Schedule 1 of the Wildiife and Countryside Act and to avoid the risk of illegal
persacution, Goshawk nest sites are kept confidential. The second is Nightjar, where important
concentrations of this species breed in forest clear-fell sites and young plantations, to the extent that
this area may qualify as a Special Protection Area for this species. Both could be very vulnerable to
disturbance if nesting close by if alrcraft subsequently fly close to their nests, such as when taking off

or landing.

To avoid the risk of damaging disturbance, the potential impact on these birds, and possibly others,
should be properly considered and any appropriate mitigation proposed before planning permission is
given. There is an active Forest Bird Study Group covering Forestry Commission forests here which
might be willing to liaise with a competent ecologist on this topic.

Light aircraft are known to cause disturbance to birds and this is believed to he due to visual
disturbance and noise both from the aircraft themselves and possibly personnel movements. Dalby
Forest is an important area for several bird species of conservation importance that are legally
protected from or potentially sensitive to disturbance, such as Goshawk and Nightjar.

It is considered that insufficient information has been submitted to determine whether the proposal will
have a likely significant effect on the interest features of the North York Moors Special Protection Area
(SPAs). Flights from the proposed airstrip could potentially cause disturbance to SPA birds, which
may use offsite feeding areas closer to the proposal site, as well as the SPA itself, Further information
would need to he submitted about the number and direction of flights that would take place throughout
the year. These same concerns also apply to the SSSI.
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Main Issues {continued)
Weight to be Given to Previous Appeal Decision

Core Policy A seeks to further the National Park purposes and duty by encouraging a more
sustainable future for the Park and its communities whilst conserving and enhancing the Park's

special qualities.

The special qualities of the North York Moors are set out in the Management Plan and include a
strong feeling of remotensess and franquillity. Whilst the views of both Planning Inspectors in refation
to the appeals at South Moor Farm was that the impact of the proposed building would be greater
than the impact of aircraft noise, the Local Planning Authority does not consider this to be so.

it is contended that the proposed use of the existing agricultural grazing land for the take-off and
landing of light aircraft would introduce a level of aircraft noise and visual activity, albelt on a limited
basis, to a particularly trancuil area of the National Park. This wouid undermine the special qualities of
the National Park and would therefore be contrary to Core Policy A and Policy E19 of the National
Park Management Plan. Furthermore, Development Policy 14 is supportive of new tourism
development and the expansion or diversification of existing tourism husinesses where the proposal
provides opportunities for visitors to increase the awareness, understanding and enjoyment of the
special qualities of the National Park in a manner that will not undermine those special qualities or in a
way that conserves and enhances the special qualities and will not generate increased activily
including noise, which would be likely to detract from the experience of visitors and the quality of life of
local residents. The proposal is also considered to be contrary to Development Policy 14 in that it
does not provide a type of recreationat activity that would further the understanding of the special

quatities of the National Park.

It is also considered that the second Inspector did hot fully take into account similar appeal proposals
within Exmoor National Park, dating from 1990 and 1998. However, the passage of time is not
considered to make them any less relevant to this current proposai because the National Park
Designation and National Park Purposes have not altered. Indeed the awareness and importance of
protecting tranquillity has increased since this time and is specifically referenced in Government
Policy and guidance, e.g. the 2010 National Parks and The Broads Circular and NPPG.

The inspectors' considered that the main issue was the effect of the proposal on the quality and
tranquillity of the National Park landscape. They acknowledged the importance of National Parks and
their protected status, by referring to the fact that National Parks were established with the twin
purposes of proteciing the landscape and enhancing their natural heauty and of promoting their
enjoyment to the public. Reference was also made to National Policy which sought (and still does} to
ensure that proposals for new development in these areas are subject to special scrutiny to ensure
they fit properly into their surroundings, with the strict control of recreation and leisure facilities to
ensure they do not detract from the landscape and the natural environment.

Both appeal decisions concluded that that there would inevitably be additional activity in the form of
vehicles coming and going as well as the taking off and landing of air craft which would give rise to
disturbance in the locality, The noise and movement of such light aircraft could not fail to be visible
and audible over a wide area which would disturb and seriously detract from the tranquil quality that
would normally characterise the locality and would be inconsistent with the purposes of the National
Park. Furthermors, those proposals were for private use of the airfield, not for any commercial use.

Recommendation

In view of the above conslderations it is considered that the proposal would have significant
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Main Issues (continued)

detritnental impact on the peace and tranquillity of the locality to the detriment of the amenities of local
residents, the enjoyment of the area by visitors and the character of the area and thus conflicting
significantly with National Park purposes. The harm likely to be caused by the development is
considered io outweigh any benefits to the economic viability of the applicant’s business of the desire
of pilots across the country to fly to South Moor Farm. Consequently refusal is recommendeod

Explanation of how the Authority has Worked Positively with the Applicant/Agent

The Authority's Officers have appraised the scheme against the Development Plan and other material
considerations and concluded that the scheme represents a forin of development so far removed from
the vision of the sustainable development supported in the Development Plan that no ¢hanges could
be negotiated to render the scheme acceptable and thus no changes were requested.




item 2
North York Moors National Park Authority
Planning Committee

Public Minutes of the meeting held at The Old Vicarage, Heimsley on Thursday 14 January
2016.

Present: Leslie Atkinson, Jim Baitey, Malcolm Bowes, Guy Coulson, Ena Dent, Alison
Fisher, Janet Frank, David Hugill, David Jeffels, Heather Moorhouse, Clive Pearson, Ted
Sanderson, Andrew Scott, Jeremy Walker

Apologies: Sarah Oswald, Bryn Griffiths, Christopher Massey

Copies of all Documents Considered are in the Minute Book

01/16 Minutes

Resolved:

That the minutes of the meeting held on 10 December 2015, having been printed
and circulated, be taken as read and be confirmed and signed by the Chair as a
correct record.

02/16 Members Interests

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

03/16 Emergency Evacuation Procedure

The Chairman informed Members of the Public of the emergency evacuation
Procedure.

04/16 Exclusion of the Public

Resolved:

That, pursuant to Section 100(A) (4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the public
be excluded from the meeting during consideration of Item No 10 on the grounds
that it involves the likely disclosure of exempt information as defined in paragraph 5
of Part 1 of Schedule 12A fo the Local Government Act 1972.

05/16 Forest Design Plan Consultations — Goathland Forest

Considered:

The report of the Woodland Officer

Resolved:
That the Goathland Forest Design Plan is welcomed for the confribution it makes to
National Park purposes and that the comments set out in the report are made to the
Forestry Commission. Members requested that the following additional comments
are made to the Forestry Commission:

« Request that more attention is paid to the management of water courses

s Request that the Forestry Commission’s approach to public access is

strengthened




06/16 Forest Design Plan Consultations — Boltby

Considered:

The report of the Waodland Officer

Resolved:

That the Boltby Forest Design Plan is welcomed for the contribution it makes to
National Park purposes and that the comments set out in the report are made to the
Forestry Commission. Members requested that the following additional
comments/questions are made to the Forestry Commission:

Request that more attention is paid to the management of water courses
What is the Forestry Commission policy concerning the felling and re-
stocking of Larch?

Does the Forestry Commission have a policy concerning fand acquisition
and would the National Park Authority be consulied?

07/16 Miscellaneous ltems

Considered:

The report of the Director of Planning.

Resolved:
That the report be noted.

08/168 Applications for Planning Permission

The following members of the public addressed the meeting regarding the Plans List
ltems indicated:

Plans List Iltem 1 — R W Walker spoke in favour of the application.

Plans List ltem 2 — Gemima Owston spoke in favour of the application and John
Freeman spoke against the application.

Plans List ltem 5 — Andrew Fiddler spoke in favour of the application.

Plans List ltem 6 — David Ward spoke in favour of the application.

Considered:

The report listing applications and the Director of Planning’s recommendations
thereon. Members also considered further information circulated on the Members’
Update Sheet af the meeting including; updated recommendations from the Director
of Planning and comments received after the agenda was printed from: consuitees,
objectors and supporters. '

(a)

Resolved:

That with regard to all applications listed in the report and subject to:

(iy the amendments specified below; and

(iiy the imposition of conditions in accordance with the relevant provisions
of Sections 91-94 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, except
in those instances where an alternative condition is contained in the
Director of Planning’s recommendation or in an amendment referred to
in (i) above;

decisions be given in accordance with the Director of Planning’s

recommendations:




List
No

Plan No and Description of Proposal

NYM/2016/0781/FL — Change of use of land to form 2 no. grass runways and
construction of pilot/restroom building (revised scheme to NYM/2014/0819/FL) at
South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough for Mr R Walker, South Moor
Farm, Dalby Forest Drive, Ebberston, Scarborough, North Yorkshire, YO13 OLW.

Decision

Leslie Atkinson declared a personal interest in this item as a stakeholder for

Scarborough Ramblers and David Jeffels declared a personal interest in

this item as a member of the North Yorkshire Moors Association

Refused as recommended with an amendment to refusal reason 1 and additional

refusal reason as set out on the Members Update Sheet:

1. The Local Planning Authority considers that the proposal would not provide a
type of recreationat activity that would further the understanding and
enjoyment of the National Park’s special qualities, and would be likely to
generate a level of noise and activity that would seriously harm the
tranquillity of the area and be detrimental to the amenities of local residents
and the experience of visitors. The proposal would therefore be contrary to
Core Policies A and H and Development Policy 14 of the NYM Local
Development Plan,

5. The context of the application site is that it is surrounded by designated
heritage assets of the highest importance. The activity generated by flight
movements and the impact of stationary aircraft is likely to have a negative
impact on the public experience and enjoyment of, and thus the setting and
significance of these designated heritage assets. Whilst the level of harm is
considered to be "less than substantial”, under policy 134 of the NPPF such
harm must be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal. In the
case of this proposal the level of public benefits are insufficient to outweigh
the resultant harm to these designated heritage assets of the highest
importance.

NYM/2015/0601/FL — Change of use form scrapyard to holiday park with
associated access and parking following demoiition of existing buildings at Sea
View Scrapyard, High Normanby for Mr Graham Lilley, c/o George F White LLP

Decision

Leslie Atkinson declared a personal interest in this item as a stakeholder for
Scarborough Ramblers

Consideration deferred to enable a site visit to be undertaken to fully assess the
impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties and traffic implications, with the
attendance of Members being regarded as an approved duty for the purposes of
the payment of Members’ allowances.

NYM/2015/0814/FL — Construction of 1 no. dwelling with vehicular turning area
and landscaping works at Brentwood, Pickering Road, West Ayton for Trevor
Wharton, 1 Ramshill Road, Scarborough, North Yorkshire, YO11 2LN.,

Decision
Approved as recommended

NYM/2015/0852/R3 — Application under reguiation 3 (Town and Country Planning
General Regulations 1992) for alterations and construction of extensions and 3
no. dormer windows together with relocation of ail tank at The Moors Centre
Danby for North York Moors National Park, fao: TEL Manager Mr S Croft, The Old
Vicarage, Bondgate, Helmsley, YO62 5BP

Decision

Approved as recommended with an additional condition as set out on the

Members Update Sheet:

S. No work shaill be undertaken to any roof, roof space or external wall until a
bat survey report has been approved by the Local Planning Authority. This
should be conducted between six and twelve months from the anticipated
start, to establish current bat presence as accurately as possible and to
enable any recommendations to be fully implemented.




5. NYM/2015/0675/FL — Construction of orangery extension to south elevation to
serve as function room at Victoria Hotel, Station Road, Robin Hoods Bay for
Victoria Hotel fao: Mr Andrew Fiddler, Victoria Hotel, Station Road, Robin Hoods
Bay, YO22 4RL.

Decision

Approved as recommended with an amendment to condition 4 and additional

informative as set out on the Members Update Sheet:

Condition

4, Prior to any excavation works being undertaken in connection with the
development hereby permitted a detailed schedule of works to include:

* Timetable and schedule of works to include demolition of the
existing dwelling before works can commence on the foundations
for a new dwelling

« Travel ptan for construction workers

s  Storage compound for construction material

+ Foundation specification and existing and proposed dwelling

o Structural stability and integrity of the site(s) during the
development

s Protection to neighbouring land and property

+  Woaorks to secure the stahility of the part of the site where the
existing building is to be buried including a managed plan for
underground and surface water dispersal

» Works to strengthen any wall or vertical surface, to support any
floor, roof or horizontal surface (affected by the works)

+ Protection for the site against the weather during the progress of
works

and shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The development shall then be carried out in strict accordance
with the approved scheme.

informative:

4, You are advised that a separate licence will be required from the Local
Planning Authority in order to aliow works in the Public Right of Way to be
carried out. You are advised to contact Karl Gerhardsen at North York
Moors National Park Authority to draw up an agreement. 01439 772700

Members approved the application subject to the removal of condition 3 relating

to customer opening hours.

B, NYM/2015/0723/FL — Construction of replacement dwelling with associated
access, parking and landscaping works at The Red House, Runswick Bay for Mrs
lone Cunning, Poplars Farm, Ferrensby, Knaresborough, HG5 ORH.

Decision

Approved as recommended, with the Director of Planning to clear an additional

gondition relating to the painting/staining of the external timher cladding.

09/16 Private Minutes

Resolved:

That the private minutes of the meeting held on 10 Decerber 2015, having been
printed and circulated, be taken as read and be confirmed and signed by the Chair
as a correct record.

10/16 Private Item — Saltersgate Inn

Members were provided with a verbal update from the Planning Team Leader
(Enforcement) with regard to the Saltersgate Inn.




11/16 Other Business

The Director of Planning requested the Members consider a change to the
Committee Site Visit date. No Member issues were raised therefore it was agreed
that the Committee Site Visit would take place on 29 January 2016.
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Core Policy A — Delivering National Park Purposes and
Sustainable Development

The Local Develop nt Framework seeks to further the National Park

( _"”'::lng for development i
character and functton

6. :Enabling the provrston of a chorce of housmg that will meet t
of local communtt[es in terms of type tenure and affordablllty. :

'spemal qua[;tles. :

Enablmg access to ser\nces facthttes ]ObS and technology 'whllst mm :
the environmental impacts of transport. %

Applicants should refer to:
« Planning Policy Statement 1 — Delivering Sustainable Communities
o Planning Policy Statement 7 — Sustainable Development in Rural
Areas
s Circular 12/96 (for major developments)
¢ Regional Spatial Strategy — Policies YH2, YH8, RR1

For further reference:
o North York Moors National Park Management Plan

Sustainability Appraisal

This policy will have a positive contribution towards meeting sustainability
objectives through seeking to protect the environment whilst also meeting
social and economic objectives.




5.1

5.2

5.3

The designation of the North York Moors as a National Park reflects the
quality of its diverse landscape and spiritual and cultural assets such as the
sense of remoteness and tranquillity, distinctive skills, dialects and customs.
However, the Park is also home to around 25,000 people whose needs to live,
work and access services and facilities must be addressed whilst
safeguarding its special qualities.

Sustainable development is an important principle in achieving the National
Park’s twin purposes of conservation and enjoyment of its special qualities
and fostering the social and economic well being of the Park’s local
communities which is carried out through these purposes. The purposes and
duty together with sustainability principles also underpin the objectives in the
Management Plan for which the Local Development Framework will seek to
deliver the spatial elements. Core Policy A sets out the key principles of
achieving sustainable communities in the Park whilst pursuing its purposes
and social and economic duty.

The Park is not expected to be a location for major development schemes.
Planning Policy Statement 7 and Circular 12/96 set out the considerations that
will be applied in assessing proposals for major development in National
Parks. There is no precise definition of ‘major development’ but an indication
that it includes proposals raising issues of national significance. The
guidance indicates that major development should only take place in
exceptional circumstances and where it can be shown to be in the public
interest. Examples of development that might be classed as major include
mineral workings, waste disposal facilities, larger energy generating schemes,
water storage reservoirs, high voltage electricity transmission scheimes, large
scale military development and larger road schemes.




Core Policy C — Natural Environment, Biodiversity and
Geodiversity

The. quahty and dwersuty of the natural environment of the North York Moors

Applicants should refer to:

Planning Policy Statement 9 - Biodiversity and Geological
Conservation

Circular ODPM 06/2005, DEFRA 01/2005 - Biodiversity and
Geological Conservation — Statutory Obligations and their Impact within
the Planning System

Regional Spatial Strategy — Policies ENVZ, ENV3, ENV6, ENV7,
ENVS, YH8

North York Moors Planning Advice Note 2 - Planning and Biodiversity
Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document - Part 3 Trees and
Landscape

North York Moors Local Biodiversity Action Plan

Tees Valley Geodiversity Action Plan




6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

+ North East Yorkshire Geodiversity Action Plan (to be prepared)
¢ Development Policy 1

For further reference:
+ North York Moors National Park Management Plan

Sustainability Appraisal

This policy provides a positive contribution towards meeting environmental
sustainability objectives as it will specifically protect and enhance the natural
environment including protected species and habitats.

Protecting and enhancing the natural environment is a statutory purpose of
National Park designation and not only relates to legaily protected sites and
species but to the Park as a whole.

Protected sites and areas are identified on the Proposals Maps. Over a third
of the Park is protected at international or national level. Legally protected
sites in the North York Moors National Park include 58 Sites of Special
Scientific Interest of which five are Special Areas of Conservation and one is a
Special Protection Area. These are all shown on the Proposals Maps.

Other sites, features, species or networks of ecological or geological interest
include:
» Priority habitats and species identified in the North York Moors
Biodiversity Action Pian
» Regionally Important Geological Sites or other sites identified in the
Local Geodiversity Action Plans (shown on the Proposals Maps);
+ Sites identified on the Section 3 Conservation Map (includes ancient
woodland) (shown on the Proposals Maps);
* Nature Reserves (National Nature Reserve shown on the Proposals
Maps);
Heritage Coast (shown on the Proposals Maps);
Sensitive Marine Area (shown on the Proposals Maps);
Land subject to an agri-environment agreement:
Other features of ecological value such as trees, hedgerows, walls,
rivers, ponds, wetlands and wild flower grasslands.

Legally protected species which are prominent in the Park and which could be
affected by new developments include, but are not limited to, bats, swallows,
house martins, swifts, starlings, sparrows, barn owls, great crested newts and
badgers.

Any proposal likely to affect a Special Area of Conservation, Special
Protection Area or RAMSAR site (which is not directly connected with its
management) will require an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats
Regulations to determine whether or not it will have an adverse effect on the
integrity of the site(s). Candidate Special Areas of Conservation and potential
Special Protection Areas will be afforded the same level of protection as those
already designated. There are other situations where the applicant may need




6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

to provide a professional survey including on sites which contain or are
adjacent to existing trees or where there are known to be or thought to be
protected species.

The Authority has produced a Biodiversity Action Plan for the National Park
which identifies important species and habitats and sets priorities for their
maintenance, protection and enhancement. New development should not
compromise the aims of the Biodiversity Action Plan and should seek to
contribute to meeting them wherever possible.

Policy ENV8 of the Regional Spatial Strategy identifies Habitat and
River/Floodplain Enhancement Areas and sets out the ways in which
decisions should contribute to ensuring that important habitats are maintained
and enhanced. Consideration of these should be undertaken alongside
ensuring that priorities identified in the North York Moors Biodiversity Action
Plan are addressed.

Regionally Important Geological and Geomorphological Sites (RIGS) are
important features resulting from a variety of processes including glacial,
coastal or industrial. RIGS are identified as worthy of protection for either
their educational, scientific, historic or landscape importance. Two RIGS
groups operate in the Park — North East Yorkshire Geology Trust, which
covers the majority of the Park, and the Tees Valley RIGS group which covers
the Redcar and Cleveland part of the Park. There are a number of RIGS
designated in the Redcar and Cleveland part of the Park and also one to the
south of Great Ayton in Hambleton District. The North East Yorkshire
Geology Trust is looking to identify further sites in the near future.

The Amendment to the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1985 required the
Authority to prepare a map showing areas of ‘Mountain, Moor, Heath,
Woodland, Down, Cliff or Foreshore whose natural heauty is particularly
important to conserve’. This is known as the Section 3 Conservation Map.

The Regional Spatial Strategy recognises the importance of protecting,
creating and enhancing areas and networks of green infrastructure. Green
infrastructure can provide many benefits including promoting sustainable and
healthy travel patters and recreation opportunities, protecting and linking
important wildlife habitats and creating fiood storage areas. Recognising that
the Park itself could be seen as a strategic area of green infrastructure, the
Authority will investigate the value of and objectives for identifying green
infrastructure within the Park, particularly in terms of how this might bring
together the existing work of the Authority and how it will enable linkages
beyond the Park boundary.

The creation of and enhancements to green infrastructure in the Park will be
largely beyond the role of the planning system as levels of new development
will be limited and it may be that the Authority’s Management Plan is better
placed to identify, and set the framework for, green infrastructure within the
Park.




8.1

8.2

Core Policy H — Rural Economy

s and tourlsm
ent of the Park

tourism based on recreation a
related to the understanding and e

Applicants should refer to:
¢ Regional Spatial Strategy — Policies C1, RR1, E1, EB, E7
¢ Development Policies 10 -18
¢ Whitby Business Park Development Plan Document (to be prepared)
e Helmsley Joint Area Action Plan (to be prepared)

For further reference:
¢ The Regional Economic Strategy 2006 — 2015

Sustainability Appraisal

This policy provides a positive contribution fowards meeting economic and
social sustainabilily objectives. The effects upon environmental objectives are
not as clear but any impacts can be mitigated at the implementation level.

The Northern Way Growth Strategy places emphasis on the significant
contribution that rural areas in northern England have on the nearby city
regions as they are often a labour market source and can make the city
regions more attractive places to live and work. The responses of local
people to the Preferred Options consultation reflected the need to provide a
range of employment and training opportunities within the Park for its
residents, as well as supporting existing industries such as farming and
tourism.

The Regional Economic Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber 2006-2015
emphasises the role that the region’s nationally important landscapes play in
fostering the environmentally led economic development of the region. The
emerging [nvestment Plan for York and North Yorkshire 2004-2009 will be
based on a number of themes which will help deliver a sustainable economy
for the sub region founded on the area’s knowledge base and blend of
contemporary, high quality cultural and environmental assets. The Yorkshire




8.3

8.4

8.5

and the Humber Rural Framework identifies rural business development,
employment, education and skills training and market towns as priorities for
the economic and social regeneration of rural areas. The Core Policies
contained in this section aim to deliver the aims and objectives through all
these strategies within the constraints of a designated landscape.

Traditionally farming, forestry and tourism have dominated the economy of the
Park. Other employment opportunities in the Park are limited to small
businesses and the self employed with the exception of a small number of
larger organisations such as Boulby Potash mine and RAF Fylingdales.
Further development at Boulby mine is dealt with under Core Policy E. At
RAF Fylingdales, development to modernise and improve the existing
accommodation and buildings to support and setrvice the existing military use
will be permitted in recognition of its role as a military base and employment
use.

Access to a range of high quality and long term employment opportunities is a
key factor in encouraging young people to stay in the area and help maintain
sustainable rural communities. In order to develop the relevant skilis required
for employment it is essential that local people have access to a range of
training and opportunities so that they can develop the relevant skills for
employment. The Authority has a duty to foster the economic and social well
being of local communities and therefore will encourage and promote
opportunities for new employment, training and enterprise in the Park as well
as supporting the continued viability of the agriculture and tourism sectors.
Facilities for the provision of basic skills training are aiso needed to address
the poor level of basic skills, which has been identified in the North Yorkshire
Strategic Partnership Community Strategy as problematic around the coastal
town of Scarborough and the upland areas of the County.

Approximately half of the Whitby Business Park lies within the Park boundary.
Although development of this scale is not usually acceptable within the Park,
due to its position on the edge of Whithy and because of a historical
commitment to the site an exception is considered justified. Proposals for the
further development of the Business Park will be dealt with in a separate
Development Plan Document. This will take into account the wider strategy
for Whitby which will be set out in Scarborough’s Core Strategy.




7.19

7.20

7.21

Development Policy 7 — Archaeological Assets

Proposais for development that would have an unacceptable impact on the
integrity or setting of a Scheduled Monument, or other sites or remains
considered to be of nationat archaeological importance will not be permitted.

In the case of sites or remains of regional or local importance, development
proposals will only be permitted where the archaeological interest is capable
of being preserved in situ. Where this is not justifiable or feasible, permission
will only be granted where provision is made for appropriate preservation by
record. In all cases, an appropriate assessment and evaluation will be
required to be submitted as part of the planning application in areas of known
or potential archaeological interest.

Applicants should refer to;
» Planning Policy Guidance 16 — Archaeology and Planning

The location of the Scheduled Monuments in the Park is shown on the
Proposals Maps.

The archaeological and historical landscape of the North York Moors
represents a finite and non-renewable resource that heips us to understand
our heritage but can be easily damaged or destroyed by development and
once lost cannot be replaced. It includes sites of former industrial workings
such as alum mines. Proposals for development that would have an
unacceptable impact on the integrity or setting of a Scheduled Monument or
other sites or remains considered to be of national archaeological importance
will not be permitted.

In the case of sites or remains of regional or local importance, development
proposals will only be permitted where the archaeological interest is capable
of being preserved in situ. Where this is not justifiable or feasible, permission
will only be granted where provision is made for appropriate preservation by
record. In all cases, an appropriate assessment and evaluation will be
required to be submitted as part of the planning application in areas of known
or potential archaeological interest. Where development affecting an
archaeological site is permitted, the Authority will seek to preserve the
remains either in situ or by an appropriate level of investigation and recording.




8.16

Development Policy 13 — Rural Diversification

Proposals for the diversification of existing agricultural businesses will be
supported where:

1. The scheme will make use of an existing building and complies with
Development Policy 8. New buildings will only be permitted if the
diversified use cannot be suitably accommodated through the conversion
or alteration of an existing building.

2. The proposed scheme is compatible with the existing farming activity
and is of a scale and nature which will not harm the character or
appearance of the locality.

3. The existing access arrangements are appropriate for the proposed use.

Applicants should refer to:
¢ Planning Policy Statement 7 — Sustainable Development in Rural
Areas

The farming sector continues to face a period of instability caused by market
pressures and changes in farm support mechanisms. For this reason farmers
are diversifying their businesses to supplement their income. The Authority
supports diversification schemes which will ensure the continued viability of
farm businesses as long as they do not generate an increased level of activity
which could harm the character, appearance and natural environment of the
area. Amongst other environmental considerations, development proposals
that could have an adverse effect on the integrity of a European site would not
be in accordance with the Development Plan.
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Development Policy 14 —~ Tourism and Recreation

The quality of the tourism and recreation product in the National Park will be
maintained and improved through adopting the principles of sustainable
tourism. New tourism development and the expansion or diversification of
existing tourism businesses will be supported where:

1. The proposal will provide opportunities for visitors to increase their
awareness, understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the
National Park in a manner that wili not undermine the special qualities of
the National Park or in a way that conserves and enhances the special
qualities.

2. The development can be satisfactorily accessed from the road network’
(categories 1, 2 or 3) or by other sustainable modes of transport
including public transport, walking, cycling or horse riding.

3. The development will not generate an increased level of activity,
including noise, which would be likely to detract from the experience of
visitors and the quality of life of local residents.

4. It will make use of an existing building. Proposals for new buildings will
be expected to demonstrate that the facility cannot be satisfactorily
accommodated within an existing building in that location.

Applicants should refer to:

» Planning Policy Statement 7 — Sustainable Development in Rural
Areas

» Regional Spatial Strategy — Policy E6

+ Development Policies 16 & 17

For further reference:

» Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism
* Moors and Coast Tourism Strategy 2006-2009
* A Tourism Strategy for the Tees Valley

A statutory purpose of the National Park is to promote opportunities for the
understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Park by the public.
The Regional Economic Strategy for Yorkshire and Humber 2006 - 2015 aims
to create a broader and stronger economic base for rural communities and
encourage sustainable tourism. The Yorkshire and Humber Sub-Regional
Investment Plan provides the vehicle by which the Regional Economic
Strategy will be implemented within York and North Yorkshire and highlights

! For the purposes of the Local Development Framework, Category 1, 2 & 3 roads are considered to be
those defined on the road hierarchy map contained within the North York Moors National Park
Management Plan, Category 1 and 2 roads are also visually illustrated on the accompanying Proposals
Maps.
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the importance of using heritage and the natural and cultural assets of the
region as catalysts for economic activity.

The Authority has adopted the principles of sustainable tourism which is most
commonly defined by the World Tourism Organisation as ‘meeting the needs
of the present tourists and host regions while protecting and enhancing
opportunities for the future’. The aim of the Core Strategy and Development
Policies is to support tourism based opportunities for visitors and local
communities which respect the Park’s special qualities. For this reason the
Authority will not support development which would adversely impact the
integration between social, economic and environmental benefits, Amongst
other environmental considerations, development proposals that could have
an adverse effect on the integrity of a European site would not be in
accordance with the Development Plan.

The Authority also encourages sustainable tourism through encouraging
visitors to use Moorsbus, a recreational bus service meeting the needs of
visitors to the Park. The Authority is a member of the Moors and Coast Area
Tourism Partnership, which is a private and public sector consortium that
seeks to support the growth of the tourism economy through the Moors and
Coast Tourism Strategy. The vision of the Tees Valley Tourism Strategy is “a
sustainable tourism sector that contributes to the social and economic well-
being of the Tees Valley, achieving success through delivery”. The Strategy’s
Action Pian includes a number of projects aimed at improving provision in the
Cleveland Hills area of the Park.

The management of woodland owned by the Forestry Commission is
important for recreation and tourism in the Park and future plans will be set
out in the District Strategic Plan to be prepared by Forest Enterprise.

In order to fulfit its purposes the Authority must help to provide opportunities
for the enjoyment and understanding of the special qualities of the area.
However tourism and recreation facilities can have an adverse impact on the
environment, particularly because of traffic generation and it is therefore
important to ensure that the special qualities and habitats of the Park are not
compromised by new developments. Developers can positively contribute to
reducing the impacts of traffic within the Park by encouraging modal shifts, for
example through the preparation of green travel plans which will be required
for proposals which will have significant transport implications.

The industry can also fluctuate greatly as new types of activity, attractions and
areas become more or less popular and this can have a significant impact on
the economic stability of the Park.

The Park offers a range of tourist accommodation such as hotels,
guesthouses, self catering cottages, hostels, chalets, caravan and camping
sites which make it more accessible to a greater number and variety of
people. However proposals for new accommodation will only be permitted
where the scale and design of the proposed development will not have an
adverse impact on the character of the local area. Proposals should be in
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locations which can be accessed by public transport, cycling or walking and
development should not result in the generation of increased levels of traffic.

Recreational facilities can be both those that serve the local community as in
the case of a leisure centre or the needs of visitors to the Park such as
specialist activities like mountain bike hire facilities. For the purposes of
decision making, proposals for recreational facilities for tourists should be
assessed under this Development Policy while proposals for recreation
facilities to serve the needs of the local community should be assessed
against Core Policy .




Development Policy 23 - New Development and Transport

In order to effectively minimise the overall need for journeys and reduce the
environmental impacts of traffic on the National Park, development will be
permitted where:

1. lts location is, or is capable of being, accessed by public transport,
walking or cycling.

2. Existing Public Rights of Way, linear routes and other access routes for
pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders are protected.

3. The external design and fayout and associated surfacing works take
into account the needs of all users inciuding cyclists, walkers and horse
riders.

4. It is of a scale which the adjacent vehicular road network has the
capacity to serve without detriment to highway safety or the
environmental characteristics of the locality.

5. Highway detailing, road improvements and street furniture are
complementary to the character of the area and are the minimum
required to achieve safe access.

6. Existing attractive or historic highway features important to the
character of the National Park are preserved.

7. Parking is provided in accordance with the relevant maximum
standards adopted by the Authority.

10.9

10.10

10.11

Appilicants should refer to:

e Transport Issues and Development — A Guide (for parking standards in
North Yorkshire)

Decisions which relate to the location of development in rural areas should,
wherever possible, give people the greatest opportunity to access services
and facilities by a range of alternative modes of transport, including walking,
cycling and public transport. In acknowledging the importance that the private
car has to some residents in the Park, opportunities to use cars more
innovatively, for example through car sharing schemes or demand based
transport services, will also be encouraged.

The protection of Public Rights of Way and linear routes, such as disused
railway lines, provides opportunifies to encourage walking, cycling and horse
riding as safe and attractive alternative modes of transport within the Park -
whether for recreational or other purposes. As valuable transport
infrastructure, they should be afforded protection from development likely to
prejudice their current or future use. The location of protected linear routes is
shown on the Proposals Maps.

It is important to recognise that the access needs of all users of development
should be catered for. Whilst people need to travel easily and safely their
needs also need be accommodated in terms of the site layout and the internal
and external design of new development. More specifically, people with
mobility impairments (the partially sighted, wheelchair bound, the elderly and
people with young children) face obstacles such as raised kerbs, steps and
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unireated surfaces — all of which present barriers to easy access and
movement.

Ensuring that the adjacent road network has the capacity to accommodate
proposed new development is important. Generating traffic over and above
the capacity of the road network has the potential to compromise highway
safety and culminate in a damaging impact on the environment, for example,
through the degradation of roadside verges as a result of parking.

The road network within the Park has developed over a period of many years.
During this time, simple roadside features such as (directional) finger posts,
wayside markers and troughs have today become attractive elements of
historic vaiue within the tandscape. The retention of such features will be
encouraged to help retain the integrity of the Park's special landscape
character.
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Give peace a chance

Has planning policy contributed to rural tranquillity?

Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE), May 2015

Introduction

Tranquillity is a natural resource, and an essential quality of the countryside. It is a much
valued aspect of human experience that CPRE has long championed. Although found in
many places, it is the countryside that gives us the best chance to experience it. With its
broad views, woodlands and heaths, wildlife, the sounds of nature, massive skies, and
open water, the rural environment offers us many opportunities to experience deep
tranquillity. It enables us to appreciate the beauty and harmony of the natural world.
Tranquillity is a central part of why the countryside matters deeply to so many people and
the reason many want to spend time there.

Being able to take a peaceful walk, cycle or ramble in tranquil countryside or hike atong a
national trail adds immeasurably to many people’s quality of life. Tranquillity is not just a
valued pleasure: there’s plenty of evidence it has important benefits. Research has
demonstrated that exposure to nature and, better still, immersion in it, is good for our
health and wellbeing." It reduces our stress levels, improves our mood and makes us feel
good about ourselves. Areas that are tranquil give us the chance to get away from the
pressures of modern life and recharge our batteries.” They are part of our natural health
service,

Tranquillity in national policy

The Government first acknowledged tranquitlity as a special quality of the countryside in
2000. Since then it has been recognised by bodies such as the Civil Aviation Authority in its
Future Airspace Strategy, High Speed Two Ltd, and Natural England, as well as many
National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs). In 2012, tranquillity
gained recognition in national planning poticy for the first time. The Government now
encourages local authorities to identify and protect areas that are valued by the public for
their tranquillity. These include both smaller areas of Local Green Space, mainly in or near
urban areas, and larger ‘areas of tranquillity’.

CPRE welcomed the new policy in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in 2012,
while calling for better guidance on how to apply it and regular monitoring of rural
tranquillity. Both are still lacking. As a result, CPRE decided to find out how local
authorities, including National Parks and AONBs, have, if at all, been implementing the
policy.
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The survey
We contacted 340 planning authorities - including county, borough, district and unitary

authorities, and all 10 national park authorities (NPAs) - as well as 34 AONBs. From 69
responses overall™ - 18% of authorities - we have analysed where tranquillity policy has
been adopted, looked at the problems where it hasn't, and explored the implications for
the development of policy and tranquillity protection. The headline results are set out in
this report and have been used to develop recommendations for Government nationally
and locally.

Key findings

« We asked whether the authority had a tranquillity policy in place, for how long and
if it was due to the NPPF."™ Twao fifths (29 of 69} of planning authorities or AONBs
had a policy and most (four fifths) were in AONB Management Plans or National
Park Local Plans- designated landscapes with higher protection and generally higher
levels of tranquillity. Most of these have had policies in place for five or more
years, and do not reflect the more recent policy in the NPPF. Of local authorities
covering urban and rural areas outside of ‘designated’ landscapes or the wider
countryside, relatively few (one in seven) have tranquillity policies in their Local
Plans.” A small number - four - had developed an entirely new policy due to the
NPPF and four others had adapted theirs to comply with the NPPF,

« We asked if the authority was planning to develop a policy on tranquillity if it
didn’t have one. Responses gave more positive signs that the NPPF is having an
effect: eight authorities were planning to develop a policy - five of these for areas
outside of designated areas, as well as two AONBs and a National Park. Yet, of the
authorities without a tranquillity policy, more than three quarters (31 of 40) said
they weren’t planning to develop one. A very large majority of these (29 of 31, or
more than nine out of 10) cover urban and wider countryside beyond designated
landscapes.

« We asked authorities for the reasons that prevented them developing a tranquillity
policy. Somne, mainly urban, saw little scope for identifying such areas. For more
than half, their Local Plan was too far advanced to change when the NPPF was
published. Nearly two-thirds gave three or more of the following reasons:

o Lack of a clear definition of tranquillity

o Lack of detail in national policy

o Lack of detail in planning practice guidance
o Lack of asuitable evidence base.™

e We asked authorities which tools they would find useful for developing tranquillity-
related policies. There was strong agreement on the tools - better data and
guidance - that would help them do this: access to a tranquillity GIS database
(95%);" a tranquillity mapping report (94%); legal advice on a definition (88%);
examples of tranquillity-related policies from other planning authorities (97%); and
case studies of good practice in tranquillity protection and improvement (100%).™
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» We asked authorities if they would support the case for developing new national
tranquillity maps and a supporting GIS database. Those with and without policies
were strongly supportive of the case - nine out of 10 overall - and all those with
policies backed this call. Over two thirds of those without policies or any plans to
develop them were supportive too.*

The background

CPRE has long championed tranquillity and campaigned for it to be recognised and
protected nationally and locally. In partnership with the Countryside Commission in the
early 1990s, CPRE commissioned pioneering work by ASH Consulting to identify the extent
of undisturbed countryside and of the intrusive effect of a range of factors including roads,
power lines, airports and flight paths, and urban development. This resulted in our
intrusion maps from the 1960s and 1990s.*

Repeated in 2007, these maps show around 50% of England by area was affected, up from
41% in the early 1990s." These findings challenge those that argue for more development
of the countryside because only a “small” percentage of England - around 10-11% - is
developed. If anything, intrusion maps reflect the public view that a much targer area is
affected by development: not only from its immediate footprint, but visual and noise
impact on the landscape around.

In 2006, with support from the Government’s nature protection body, Natural England,
CPRE funded Northumbria and Newcastle Universities to produce new tranquillity maps.
Including factors that damage tranquillity or others which add to it, such as the presence
of woodland or water courses, these maps show a more complex picture. They not only
illustrate how fragmented the tranquillity of many areas of countryside has become, but
also, using a scale for the whole of England, identify unspoilt areas worthy of - but
currently lacking - better protection. Now made interactive, the maps can also help to
identify locally valued areas for which we increasingly need to protect access, as pressure
for development grows, "

Current pressures
Like so many natural resources, rural tranquillity has been depleted over many years, but
it is now under more pressure than ever:

¢ In December 2014, the Government announced a £15 billion Road Investment
Strategy, the largest roads programme since the 1970s, which includes proposals
for more than a thousand miles of new and widened roads.

¢ The Airports Commission is due to publish recommendations this summer for a new
runway at either Heathrow or Gatwick; this would project more flights and noise
onto either huge swathes of the Chilterns AONB and the Green Belt in West London
or large tracts of the Sussex countryside, including the High Weald and Surrey Hills
AONBs.

¢ Some 220,000 homes are proposed for Green Belt areas alone as well as 1200
hectares for industry;¥ some 4,300 hectares (10,625 acres) of previously
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undeveloped land are lost mainly to housing, infrastructure and industry every
year.™

There are 22,000 high voltage pylons covering 4,375 miles (7,000 km) of overhead
lines across England and Wales™ with 355 miles (571 km) in protected
landscapes;™" many miles of new lines with pylons and other infrastructure have
been proposed, such as 40 miles in Somerset to serve the new Hinkley Point nuclear

power station,™"

« Britain has more large solar farms than any other country and 408 installations that
cover 25 acres or more, with many more in the pipeline; in the wrong location they
can be all too visible and risk industrialising the countryside;*” but with few large
rooftop instatlations built, there is an opportunity for many more to produce
electricity near to where it's needed and minimise negative impacts on the
countryside.

« The last Government promised strong legal measures to protect the countryside
and communities from shale gas and oil. Most of these were ultimately omitted
from the Infrastructure Act 2015, although our most protected areas were afforded
some safeguards. This is particularly concerning with the new Government due to
license new areas in summer 2015,

Plans for new infrastructure and other development threaten to overwhelm new areas and
further shrink and fragment the remaining reserves of tranquillity in the countryside.
While developments such as these are often talked up in terms of benefits to jobs and the
economy, the impact on unspoilt countryside and the value it has for people locally,
regionally, and nationally and their quality of life, receives all too little thought.

Tranquillity needs to be properly valued in making decisions on housing, transport or
energy infrastructure, so new developments don’t unnecessarily damage and deplete it
further. In the best of cases, tranquillity cannot only be maintained but made better in
urban and rural areas.

There are encouraging signs that the new Government is taking seriously the design of
some new infrastructure and its impact on the countryside. In February 2015, the Rt. Hon.
John Hayes MP, roads minister for the Coalition Government, in a lecture for CPRE and the
Campaign for Better Transport, explored how good design and beauty can be incorporated
in the road network:

“Our goal is not just to undo the most intrusive, insensitive road design of the past 50
years. [t’s to create a new aesthetic. Values that reflect and even enhance the beauty of
the local landscape. We need a new understanding that improving our road network isn’t
just about speeding up journeys at any cost. It’s about creating a network that works better
for communities and the environment too.”™

This was followed by a commitment in the Conservative manifesto 2015 to “build new
infrastructure in an environmentally-sensitive way” and for new roads and railways at least
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to be built “in a way that limits, as far as possible, their impact on the environment”. The
manifesto also commits the Government to developing new maps: “We will make it easier
to access our beautiful landscapes, by providing free, comprehensive maps of all open-
access green space.™

Progress is being made on several fronts:

+ National Grid is spending £500 million up to 2021 to underground, screen or change
the route of power lines in sensitive landscapes and to reduce the visual impact of
new pylons. ™"

* New speed limit guidance makes it easier to reduce speed limits to 40 mph with
less clutter, for example in National Parks and AONBs, ™

+  £6 billion will be invested under the Road Investment Strategy on the strategic road
network to resurface 80% of it with lower noise surfaces (as well as £75 million on
measures such as noise barriers targeted at the worst affected communities),™

These initiatives show that, with ambition and care, turning back the tide of
encroachment is possible.

There is a key role for local authorities and infrastructure providers and their regulators in
making this happen. These bodies could ptan to retrofit and refurbish existing
infrastructure to reduce the impact on tranquillity. Significant improvements could be
achieved with a range of measures: burying power lines, through better design and
landscaping of buildings; intelligent lighting design - alongside switch-off and dimming
schemes; and the use of quiet tarmac in rural areas, as well as urban areas where
residents can benefit most. The concept of a design panel - already taken forward by High
Speed Two Ltd and Highways England - could be extended to other infrastructure.,

The relevant bodies should set up a design panel to include key stakeholders and develop a
set of design principles to achieve effective, inclusive decision-making and which applies
good design to enhance the tranquillity of the countryside. For each new piece of
infrastructure, the ptanning and design phase should seek first to avoid areas of higher
tranquillity; then to mitigate effects by reducing visual and noise impacts (such as by
tunnelling, undergrounding power lines, sensitive landscaping and tree planting); and
lastly to compensate for damage with other measures to seek to improve tranquillity
overall,

There is a clear role for Government. With better guidance and information, current policy
could achieve much more. New maps would not only show loss but opportunities for
improvement. They also have the potential to show where policy is working and
tranquillity is being enhanced. They could underpin delivering the manifesto commitment
to achieving more environmentally sensitive infrastructure and add value to new open-
access greenspace maps by identifying areas where deeper tranquillity can be found.
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Ultimately, they could help the new Government deliver on its manifesto pledge “to
ensure that public and private investment in the environment is directed where we need it

most”

Recommendations
CPRE calls on the new Government to take action to value and protect the character of

the countryside, which gives people beautiful and tranquil places to enjoy and enriches
their lives. We need to make the tranquillity policy that is already in national planning
policy more effective. To do that we need improved guidance and an up-to-date evidence
base to support tranquillity policy at local and national level.

CPRE is calling for the new Government to:

» Integrate tranquillity as a measure of environmental quality into manifesto
proposals for new maps of greenspace and to use it as a tool to help deliver on its
commitment to develop environmentally sensitive infrastructure.

+ Put in place new, detailed planning guidance on tranquillity together with an
agreed definition of tranquillity.

« Develop and publish a new “indicator” of tranquillity, comprising maps and the
supporting datasets and publish them as open data.

« Commit to monitoring change regularly to support better policy making and
spending of public funds.

CPRE is calling for infrastructure providers and their regulators to:

+ Set up a design panel involving stakeholders and develop design principles to
include enhancement of the tranquillity of the countryside.

« Publish open data setting out the Zone of Theoretical Visibility and noise contours
of all new and existing infrastructure.

« Seek first to avoid areas of higher tranquillity for each new piece of infrastructure,
or where necessary mitigate effects by reducing visual and noise impacts and
compensating to improve tranquillity overall.

o Reduce impacts on tranquillity for existing infrastructure, such as by burying power
lines, low impact lighting and noise-reducing tarmac.

CPRE is calling for local authorities to:

+ Identify, protect and promote local areas of tranquillity in their Local Plan.

« Assess and minimise the impact on, and seek to improve, areas of tranquillity in the
planning decisions they make.
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» Develop arange of active measures to improve tranquillity, such as using quiet
road surfaces and managing traffic to cut noise, using landscaping and tree planting
to reduce visual intrusion, and adopting switch-off schemes to cut light pollution.

CPRE is committed to working with the new Government, infrastructure providers, local
authorities and other bodies to support better policy making and enhance tranquillity as a
vital national resource.

Caveats and limitations

Proportions given in key findings above are, unless otherwise stated, expressed as a
fraction or percentage of the number answering the specific question, given as [N] in
relevant footnotes. Although the total sampte size is lower than 1 00, we use percentages
only to simplify understanding of certain fractions, with no claims that these apply to the
larger body of local authorities who did not answer our survey,

Generally, participants responded to the survey on a voluntary basis so the results are
from a self-selected group. This could mean that respondents have more familiarity with
or interest in tranquillity. As such, we acknowtedge that findings from the survey may
present an unduly optimistic picture of take-up of tranquillity policy. As response rates
from national parks and AONBs are high and a large percentage of their total group (90%
and 53% respectively), we have more confidence in generalising from these groups to the
wider population,

Notes

' See, for example, analysis of the evidence hase in R. Bragg, C. Wood and Barton, J. Ecominds effects on

Mental Wellbeing, Mind 2013, p. 12
https://www.mind.orq.uk/media/354166/Ecominds-effects-on-mental-wellbeinq-evaluation-report.pdf

% The most recent Naturat England survey of the public’s engagement with the natural environment found that
88% of people agreed they felt calm and relaxed and 87% of people felt refreshed and revitalised after a visit
to the natural envirenment, mainly urban greenspaces and the wider countryside: Figure 2.10 Qutcomes of
visits to the natural environment, in The Matural England MENE 2013-2014 survey, January 2015:

https:/ /wwwr.gov.uk/government/statistics/monitor-of -engagement-with-the-natural-environment-2013-to-
2014

" These were from 41 Planning Authorities {other than NPAs), 9 National Park Authorities and 19 AONBs.

¥ Q2 Do you have a tranquillity poticy in either your tocal plan or any other relevant document? {N69]; Q4 If
50, is this a) the continuation of a tranquillity policy yaur local authority has had far some time? Or b) an
entirely new policy due to the National Planning Policy Framework? [N24]; Q5 If your policy is a continuation
of an existing policy have yau adapted it to comply with the NPPF? [N27]

¥ These are Suffolk Coastal and Waveney District Councils {DCs) - two authorities working in partnership and
sharing services including planning (treated as one for the statistics here}, Solihull Metropolitan Borough
Councit (MBC), Stockport MBC, Redbridge District Council, Tunbridge Wells DC, Mansfield DC.

¥ From answers to: Q2 Do you have a tranquillity policy in either your local plan or any other relevont
document? [N69]: 29 answered yes and 40 no, For Q7 if you don’t currently have a policy on tranquillity are
you developing one or planning to do so [N62]: of those 40 without a policy 31 answered no to this question
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and 8 yes indicating they were developing a policy (2 AONBs and 29 mainly borough, district or unitary
councils).

i QB If you are not planning to develop a tranquillity policy which of the following reasons opply? [N22]

viil A Geographic information System (GIS) is designed to capture, store and check data, and enable people to
analyse and understand all types of spatial or geographical data. See National Geographic here.

% From Q9 If you already hove a tranquillity policy or are developing one - which of these would you find
useful in develop a tranquillity-related policy? Access to GIS database [N38}: 36 Yes; Tranquillity mapping
report [N34]: 32 Yes; Legat advice on definition [N32]: 28 Yes; Examples of policies from other local planning
authorities [N36]; case studies of good practice [N38] 38 Yes.

* From Q 16 Would your local authority support the case for the development of new national tranquillity
maps and a GIS data base to help it develop its approach to tranquillity? {N50]: 45 of 50 respondents answered
Yes with 5 answering No, 100% (32) of thase with a policy or develaping one were supportive but also a high
level of those without a policy or plans to devetop one supported the case for new maps and data at 72% {13 of
18).

% These were called tranguil areas maps until 2007 when they were renamed to avoid confusion with new
tranquillity maps; they focus on negative factors of disturbance onty.

Xl Table 10, Land Use Consuttants / CPRE, Developing an Intrusion Map of England, September 2607

" These interactive tranquillity maps can be accessed here.

*¥ CPRE, Green Belt under siege: the NPPF three years on - A CPRE analysis, March 2015

™ gaa Table 265: Gross annual average change in_land use to developed uses from all uses, England, 2002-2011

* hitp: / fwww.cpre.org, uk/what-we-do/enersy-and-waste/electricity-pylons/the-issues

=i National Grid, presentation to CPRE, March 2014

i st 5 miles will go underground through the Mendip Hills: ITY News, The pylons that put this view - and

livelihoods - at risk, 7 January 2014:
http: / /www. ity.com/news/west/2014-01-07/ the-pylons-that-put-this-view-and-livelihoods-at-risk/

A A further 299 solar farms have planning consent but a change in the subsidy regime could prevent their
construction: http: //www, wiki-solar.org/ cited in
http: //cprese.org.uk/eBulletin/ CPRE_SE_cBulletin_April_2015.pdf

® CPRE, John Hayes lecture on making roads beautiful, 20 January 2015:
http: / /www.cpre.org.uk/magazine/ features/item/3837 -john-haves-lecture-on-making-roads-beautiful

= The Conservative Party Manifesto 2015, pp. 54-55

=i poger Harrabin, ‘National Grid unveils plans to bury cables underground’, BBC News, 10 November 2014,
http: //www.bbe.co.uk/news/business-29989654

wdil paragraph 130 in Department for Transport, Setting Locol Speed Limits, Circular 1/13,
https: / /veww.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/63975/circular-01-2013. pdf

=& Department for Transport, Roads Investment Strategy Overview, December 2014, p. 14
https: / /wvow.gov.ul/government/publications/road-investment-strategy-overview

™ The Conservative Party Manifestg 2015, p. 55
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