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1. Introduction 
 

About this Consultation Statement 

1.1. Northumberland National Park Authority (NNPA) is in the process of submitting its 

reviewed Local Plan. As part of the process, the Authority has published this 

Consultation Statement to provide information in relation to the consultation stages of 

the preparation of the Local Plan. 

 

1.2. Local planning authorities are required by Regulation 22 of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 to state how representations 

and consultation have shaped the Local Plan. Regulation 22 is shown below: 

 

Submission of documents and information to the Secretary of State 

22.—(1) The documents prescribed for the purposes of section 20(3) of the Act are—  

(a) the sustainability appraisal report; 

(b) a submission policies map if the adoption of the local plan would result in changes to the 

adopted policies map; 

(c) a statement setting out— 

(i) which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make representations 

under regulation 18, 

(ii) how those bodies and persons were invited to make representations under regulation 18, 

(iii) a summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant to 

regulation 18, 

(iv) how any representations made pursuant to regulation 18 have been taken into account; 

(v) if representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the number of representations 

made and a summary of the main issues raised in those representations; and 

(vi) if no representations were made in regulation 20, that no such representations were 

made; 

(d) copies of any representations made in accordance with regulation 20; and 

(e) such supporting documents as in the opinion of the local planning authority are relevant 

to the preparation of the local plan. 

Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 

 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
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1.3. Regulation 18 and Regulation 20 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) Regulations 2012, cross-referenced in Regulation 22 above, have been 

included in Appendix 1 for reference.  

 

1.4. The requirements for this Consultation Statement is set out in part (c) of Regulation 22 

above. The following list shows where each part of the requirements of part (c) is 

located within this document. 

 

(i) which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make representations 

under regulation 18 – list of those consulted can be viewed in Appendix 2. 

(ii) how those bodies and persons were invited to make representations under regulation 18 

– Paragraphs 2.9, 3.7, 4.8 and 5.8 explain how those bodies or persons were invited to 

make representations. 

(iii) a summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant to 

regulation 18 – for a summary of the main issues raised for each consultation see; 

Appendix 6 (Issues Paper), Appendix 11 (Policy Options) and Appendix 15 (Preferred 

Options). 

(iv) how any representations made pursuant to regulation 18 have been taken into account –  

how representations have been taken into account for each consultation can be seen 

in; Appendix 7 (Issues Paper), Appendix 12 (Policy Options) and Appendix 16 

(Preferred Options). 

(v) if representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the number of representations 

made and a summary of the main issues raised in those representations – a summary of 

the representations made for the Publication Draft can be seen in Appendix 20. 

(vi) if no representations were made in regulation 20, that no such representations were 

made – representations were made (see point (v) above). 

 

Local Plan context 
 

1.5. The Local Plan contains policies, proposals and supporting text that sets out what type 

of development is and isn’t acceptable in the National Park. It also sets out a vision for 

the Park and a strategy to achieve this through planning decisions over a specific 

period of time. Local Plans consist of development planning documents prepared by 

Local Planning Authorities and neighbourhood plans prepared by local communities. 

Together they form the statutory framework for future development of land and 

buildings. 

 

1.6. The current Local Plan for Northumberland National Park comprises the Core Strategy 

and Development Policies document (2009), which is supported in its implementation 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/767/regulation/22/made
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by the Building Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (2011), 

Landscape Strategy SPD (2011) and Otterburn Camp SPD (2007) [collectively these 

documents set a spatial planning strategy, policies and guidance for Northumberland 

National Park for the current plan period up to 2024].  

 

1.7. The Authority is currently undertaking a review of the current plan with the aim of 

producing and adopting a new Local Plan by December 2019. The new Local Plan will 

contain planning policies guiding future development and the determination of planning 

applications for a twenty year period from 2017 to 2037. 

 

Consultation Stages 
 

1.8. The Local Plan was developed in four consultation stages as follows: 

 Consultation for the Issues Paper ran for 8 weeks from 27th February 2017 

to 28th April 2017.  

 Policy Options consultation ran for 8 weeks from 16th October 2017 until 

11th December 2017. 

 A consultation on the Preferred Options ran for 8 weeks from 30th July 

2018 until 24th September 2018. 

 A final consultation on the Publication Draft Plan will run for 8 weeks from 

31st May 2019 until 12th July 2019. 

 

1.9. In the autumn of 2016, the Authority additionally consulted on three Local Plan 

supporting documents for a six-week period between the 3rd October until the 14th 

November 2016: 

 The draft Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) (September 2016) set 

out the broad principles that the Authority will follow when consulting on 

planning policy, planning applications and when supporting communities 

with neighbourhood planning;  

 Comments were also invited on the draft Sustainability Appraisal Scoping 

Report (September 2016) and;  

 draft Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 

Methodology (September 2016).  

The responses received regarding each of these consultation documents broadly 

endorsed the Authority’s approach.  
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2. Issues Paper 
 

2.1. This represented the first formal consultation stage in the development of the Local 

Plan. The Issues Paper – Consultation Draft was published in February 2017. This 

was made available online and hard copies were available at the consultation events.  

 

2.2. This was accompanied by a Preliminary Sustainability Statement (Spring 2017), 

Habitats Regulations Assessment Preliminary Report (February 2017) and 

Infrastructure Plan (December 2016) published for the Issues Paper consultation 

period. 

 

2.3. For the duration of the consultation period, consultation documents were made 

available for inspection at NNPA offices, information points and local libraries. 

Accessible formats of the document were also made available on request. 

 

Consultation Events 

 

2.4. A total of 12 consultation events were held over the 8 week consultation period (27th 

February 2017 to 28th April 2017) each taking the form of one of three types, as 

follows: 

 Parish Councillor Workshops 

 Public Drop-in Sessions 

 Community Workshops 

 

2.5. The first 2 events were parish councillor workshops. Councillors from parishes (either 

wholly within or partly within the National Park) were invited to attend either one or 

both of the workshops, held in Ingram and Wark respectively from 4.30p.m. – 7.30p.m. 

These locations were chosen to provide a workshop in both the northern and southern 

areas of the Park. The remainder of the events consisted of 5 public drop-in sessions 

and 5 community workshops. 

 

2.6. Drop-in events were considered less restrictive than a one or two-hour meeting slot 

and were intended to create a less formal environment in which individuals were likely 

to feel more comfortable in voicing their opinions. These sessions were each held from 

2p.m. until 7p.m. and located in the gateway settlements of Haltwhistle, Rothbury, 

Wooler and Bellingham, with one also held in Bardon Mill.  

 

2.7. The community workshop events were held in 5 of the key settlements across the 

National Park at Falstone, Kirknewton, Elsdon, Harbottle and Stonehaugh. These 

workshops were shorter than the drop-in events, held from 2p.m. until 5p.m. They 

were also more structured, aimed at getting the views of the local community around 

the most important planning issues in their local area. These events generally followed 

a set agenda comprising; 

 a short introductory presentation made by the Head of Forward Planning; 

 a discussion around 5 key questions relating to planning in the local area;  

http://northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Consultation-Draft-Local-Plan-Issues-Paper-1.pdf
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 a discussion around the restrictiveness and criteria of the current Local 

Needs Housing policy and the approach that could be taken in the new 

Local Plan. 

 

2.8. Venues for the drop-in events and the community workshops typically included 

village/community halls and libraries, with the set up generally comprising;  

 pop up banners and a large map of the National Park for reference;  

 displays setting out the Local Plan review process and the proposals set out 

in the Consultation Draft Issues Paper;  

 copies of the Consultation Draft Issues Paper document, associated 

environmental reports and an FAQs summary leaflet for reference and for 

attendees to take away;  

 copies of the Issues Paper questionnaire; 

 copies of the Infrastructure Plan Consultation Draft and associated 

questionnaire for those interested in this part of the consultation; and 

 copies of the extant Local Plan - the LDF Core Strategy (2009) for reference.  

 

2.9. In addition to being invited to a consultation event to discuss their ideas with an officer, 

respondents could also make a written representation, by email, post or via an online 

version of the questionnaire. 

 

Publicity 

 

2.10. In the weeks leading up to the consultation period, nearly 2,000 letters and emails 

were sent to residents, businesses, parish councils, land owners, statutory 

consultation bodies, general consultation bodies and other stakeholders.  

 

2.11. Those living or working at addresses outside of the National Park but within parishes 

that straddle the National Park boundary were also written to. Where possible, invites 

to community workshops were localised, with information sent to residents and 

businesses regarding their nearest event. As a resource saving measure, where an 

email address was available an email was sent instead of a letter by post. 

 

2.12. In addition to sending information to identified stakeholders of the Local Plan, all of the 

necessary information and consultation documents were available to view on the 

authority’s website. Regular posts regarding consultation events were also published 

on the authority’s Twitter page. 

 

2.13. The consultation was publicised in local press with statutory advertisements provided 

in the Hexham Courant, Northumberland Gazette and The Journal (Appendix 3). The 

National Park Authority also released a press notice on its website.  

 

2.14. Along with online publicity, posters with details of all consultation events and means of 

responding to the consultation were also put up in key public buildings in settlements 

within and surrounding the National Park (see Appendix 4).  
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2.15. All publicity was undertaken in accordance with the adopted NNPA Statement of 

Community Involvement (September 2010). A list of those persons invited to make 

representations can be viewed in Appendix 2. 

 

Consultation 

 

2.16. Photographs of some of the Issues Paper consultation events can be found in 

Appendix 5.  

 

2.17. An analysis of the level of consultation response and a full summary of the comments 

received (as per Regulation 22 [c, iii]) can be seen in Appendix 6. This is taken from 

‘Section 3 Consultation Outcomes’ of the Issues Paper Consultation Feedback Report 

(August 2017).  

 

2.18. How these representations have been taken into account in the formation of the next 

Policy Options paper (as per Regulation 22 [c, iv]) can be seen in Appendix 7. This is 

taken from ‘Section 4 Next Steps’ of the Issues Paper Consultation Feedback Report 

(August 2017).   
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3. Policy Options 
 

3.1. The second stage of formal consultation was for the Policy Options paper, published in 

October 2017. This was made available online and hard copies were available at the 

consultation events.  

 

3.2. Responses to the Issues Paper consultation together with emerging evidence, such as 

the Infrastructure Plan and Strategic Housing Market Assessment (May 2017), 

informed the production of a Policy Options Paper. NNPA consulted on this document 

for an eight week period from 16th October 2017 until 11th December 2017.   

 

3.3. For the duration of the consultation period, consultation documents were made 

available for inspection at NNPA offices, information points and local libraries. 

Accessible formats of the document were also made available on request. 

 

Consultation Events 

 

3.4. A total of 8 drop-in consultation events were held over the 8 week consultation period. 

They were held between 4.30pm-8.30pm at locations inside the National Park such as 

Harbottle Village Hall, Elsdon Village Hall, Falstone Memorial Hall and The Sill: 

National Landscape Discovery Centre. Four were also held at locations bordering the 

National Park; Bardon Mill, Wooler, Bellingham and Otterburn.  

 

3.5. In order to ensure that the public consultation engaged as wide an audience as 

possible, in addition to the main technical Policy Options Paper, two shorter guidance 

documents were produced as follows: 

 A generic “What is the Local Plan?” leaflet to set out a brief overview of the 

Local Plan and the process of reviewing it. 

 A frequently asked questions (FAQs) and Policy Options Consultation 

Summary guide. 

 

3.6. NNPA also provided for reference at the consultation events a Good Practice Guide for 

Outside Lighting in the Dark Sky Park which summarised the guidance as set out in 

the Exterior Lighting Master Plan. This document generated interest among many 

attendees, notably in Falstone.   

 

3.7. Consultees were also encouraged to make a written representation. A questionnaire 

was available to download from the NNPA website in both an MS Word and PDF 

version, or could be completed online via Survey Monkey. Although the questionnaire 

sought to establish the level of agreement with the specific potential policy options, 

flexibility was afforded to respondents in how they provided their feedback. Letters and 

emails received during the consultation period were also accepted. 

Publicity 

3.8. The lead-in to the Policy Options consultation period coincided with a review of 

NNPA’s Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system. Progress made through 

https://www.northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/NNPA-Policy-Options-Paper-FINAL.pdf
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the CRM review enabled the authority to be confident that the database of consultees 

was largely relevant and up to date. In total over one thousand letters and around five 

hundred emails were sent out to publicise the consultation.  

 

3.9. In accordance with the NNPA Statement of Community Involvement adopted in 

September 2017 recipients included: 

 all of the National Park’s households and those in parishes overlapping the 

National Park boundary; 

 businesses (including farmers and land owners); 

 parish councils; 

 statutory consultation bodies; 

 general consultation bodies; and 

 other relevant stakeholders. 

 

3.10. To comply with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, and Regulation 18, 

public notices (see Appendix 8) were published in local press including The Journal 

(11th October 2017), The Hexham Courant (13th October 2017) and the 

Northumberland Gazette (12th October 2017).  

 

3.11. Publicity was also directed down to a local community level through notifications on the 

relevant village hall websites, the Hexham Courant “Village Notes” section and direct 

Officer / Member engagement with communities. Posters (see Appendix 9) listing each 

event were put up in prominent public places in settlements across the National Park. 

 

3.12. The consultation was also publicised online, with all relevant information and 

consultation documents being made available to view on the authority’s website. 

Regular posts were also published on the authority’s Twitter and “What’s on?” pages. 

 

3.13. As required by Regulation 18 hard-copies of consultation documents were also 

available to view at NNPA Headquarters, The Sill National Landscape Discovery 

Centre, and a number of local libraries for the duration of the consultation period. 

Alternative versions of each document (such as large print, translated) could be 

requested. 

 

Consultation 

 

3.14. Photographs of some Policy Options consultation events can be found in Appendix 10. 

 

3.15. An analysis of the level of consultation response and a full summary of the comments 
received (as per Regulation 22 [c, iii]) can be seen in Appendix 11. This is taken from 
‘Section 4 - Level of Response and Section 5 - Policy Options Feedback’ of the Policy 
Options Consultation Feedback Report (Autumn 2017).  

 
3.16. How these representations have been taken into account in the formation of the next 

Preferred Options paper (as per Regulation 22 [c, iv]) can be seen in Appendix 12. 

This is taken from ‘Appendix 1 Broad Conclusions’ of the Policy Options Consultation 

Feedback Report (Autumn 2017).   
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4. Preferred Options Draft Plan 
 

4.1. The third stage of formal consultation was for the Preferred Options Draft Plan, 

published in July 2018. This was made available online and hard copies were available 

at the consultation events. 

https://www.northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk/wp-

content/uploads/2018/07/Preferred-Options-Draft-Plan-2018_.pdf  

 

4.2. The purpose of the Preferred Options consultation was to set out in the form of a draft 

Local Plan the policies, proposals and supporting text for the types of development 

that are acceptable or otherwise in the National Park. The draft Local Plan also sets a 

vision and strategies to aim to achieve over a specific period of time.  

 

4.3. Feedback and responses to this publication was then sought from local residents, 

businesses, visitors and other stakeholders. NNPA consulted on this document for an 

eight week period from 30th July 2018 to 24th September 2018. 

 

4.4. For the duration of the consultation period, consultation documents were made 

available for inspection at NNPA offices, information points and local libraries. 

Accessible formats of the document were also made available on request. 

 

Consultation Events 

 

4.5. A total of four drop-in consultation events were held during the eight week consultation 

period. These were held at locations inside or bordering the National Park; Wooler, 

Falstone, Elsdon and Bardon Mill.  

 

4.6. In order to engage a wide audience at the public consultations, two shorter guidance 

documents were produced in addition to the Draft Local Plan: 

 A leaflet entitled “What is the Local Plan?” setting out a brief overview of the 

Local Plan and the process of reviewing it. 

 A frequently asked questions (FAQs) on the Preferred Options consultation. 

 

4.7. NNPA also provided at the consultation events, for reference, an Interim Sustainability 

Appraisal Statement and a Habitats Regulations Assessment. A policies map was also 

displayed at the consultation events. 

 

4.8. Consultees were encouraged to make a written representation during the consultation 

period. An open letter asking for representations to be made was published on the 27th 

July 2018 and sent to known stakeholders and statutory bodies on the consultee 

register. Those wishing to make a representation were asked to submit this via e-mail 

or post before the end of the consultation period. Comments were also noted at the 

public consultation events. 

 

Publicity 

 

https://www.northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Preferred-Options-Draft-Plan-2018_.pdf
https://www.northumberlandnationalpark.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/07/Preferred-Options-Draft-Plan-2018_.pdf
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4.9. NNPA had recently reviewed the Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system. 

This enabled to be confident that the database of consultees was largely relevant and 

up to date. In total over one thousand letters and around five hundred emails were 

sent out to publicise the consultation. 

 

4.10. In accordance with the NNPA Statement of Community Involvement adopted in 

September 2017 recipients included: 

 All of the National Park’s households and those in parishes overlapping the 

National Park boundary; 

 Businesses (including farmers and land owners); 

 Parish councils; 

 Statutory consultation bodies; 

 General consultation bodies; and 

 Other relevant stakeholders.  

 

4.11. To comply with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, and Regulation 18, 

public notices (see Appendix 13) were published in local press including The Journal 

(27th July 2018), The Hexham Courant (26th July 2018) and the Northumberland 

Gazette (2nd August 2018). 

 

4.12. Publicity was also directed down to a community level through notifications on the 

relevant village hall websites, the Hexham Courant “Village Notes” section and direct 

Officer/ Member engagement with communities. Posters (see Appendix 14) listing 

each event were also put up in prominent public places in settlements across the 

National Park. 

 

4.13. The consultation was also publicised online, with all relevant information and 

consultation documents being made available to view on the authority’s website. 

Regular posts were also published on the authority’s Twitter and “What’s on?” pages. 

 

4.14. As required by Regulation 18 hard-copies of consultation documents were also 

available to view at NNPA Headquarters, The Sill National Landscape Discovery 

Centre, and a number of local libraries for the duration of the consultation period. 

Alternative versions of each document (such as large print, translated) could be 

requested. 

 

Consultation 

4.15. An analysis of the level of consultation response and a full summary of the comments 

received (as per Regulation 22 [c, iii]) can be seen in Appendix 15. This is taken from 

‘Section 2 - Level of Response and Section 3 - Preferred Options Feedback’ of the 

Preferred Options Consultation Feedback Report (May 2019).  

 

4.16. How these representations have been taken into account in the formation of the next 

Preferred Options paper (as per Regulation 22 [c, iv]) can be seen in Appendix 16. 

This is taken from ‘Appendix A - Preferred Options Feedback Conclusions and 
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Responses Matrix’ of the Preferred Options Consultation Feedback Report (May 

2019). 

 

Youth Consultation 

 

4.17. A Youth Consultation was undertaken in both Bellingham and Otterburn with around 

15 attendees at each and age ranges from 9-15. Their feedback can be seen in 

Appendix 17. 
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5. Publication Draft 
 

5.1. The fourth and final stage of formal consultation was for the Publication Draft Local 

Plan; approved by Authority Members (subject to minor delegated amendments) at a 

Special Authority Meeting on 15th May 2019. This document was made available online 

and hard copies were made available at the consultation events. 

 

5.2. The purpose of the Publication Draft consultation is to set out a final draft version of 

the Local Plan to be submitted to the Secretary for State following the consultation. 

The Local Plan sets out the policies, proposals and supporting text for the types of 

development that are acceptable or otherwise in the National Park. The draft Local 

Plan also sets a vision and strategies to aim to achieve over a specific period of time.  

 

5.3. Feedback and responses on the soundness of this publication were sought from local 

residents, businesses, visitors and other stakeholders. NNPA consulted on this 

document for a six week period from 31st May 2019 to 12th July 2019. 

 

5.4. For the duration of the consultation period, consultation documents were made 

available for inspection at NNPA offices, information points and local libraries. 

Accessible formats of the document were also made available on request. 

 

Consultation Events 

 

5.5. A total of four drop-in consultation events were held during the eight week consultation 

period. These were held at locations inside or bordering the National Park; Wooler, 

Bellingham, Elsdon and The Sill: National Landscape Discovery Centre.  

 

5.6. In order to engage a wide audience at the public consultations, two shorter guidance 

documents were produced in addition to the Publication Draft Local Plan: 

 A leaflet entitled “What is the Local Plan?” setting out a brief overview of the 

Local Plan and the process of reviewing it. 

 Frequently asked questions (FAQs) on the Publication Options consultation. 

 

5.7. NNPA also provided at the consultation events, for reference, a Sustainability 

Appraisal Statement, a Habitats Regulations Assessment and Viability Report. A 

policies map will also be displayed at the consultation events. 

 

5.8. Consultees were encouraged to make a written representation during the consultation 

period. An open letter asking for representations to be made was published on the 31st 

May 2019 and sent to known stakeholders and statutory bodies on the consultee 

register. Those wishing to make a representation were asked to submit this via e-mail 

or post before the end of the consultation period. Comments will be noted at the public 

consultation events. 

 

 

 

http://www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation
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Publicity 

 

5.9. NNPA had recently reviewed the Customer Relationship Management (CRM) system. 

This enabled to be confident that the database of consultees was largely relevant and 

up to date. In total over one thousand letters and around five hundred emails were 

sent out to publicise the consultation. 

 

5.10. In accordance with the NNPA Statement of Community Involvement adopted in 

September 2017 recipients included: 

 All of the National Park’s households and those in parishes overlapping the 

National Park boundary; 

 Businesses (including farmers and land owners); 

 Parish councils; 

 Statutory consultation bodies; 

 General consultation bodies; and 

 Other relevant stakeholders.  

 

5.11. To comply with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, and Regulation 18, 

public notices (see Appendix 18) were published in local press including The Hexham 

Courant (30th May 2019) and the Northumberland Gazette (30th May 2019). 

 

5.12. Publicity was also directed down to a community level through notifications on the 

relevant village hall websites, the Hexham Courant “Village Notes” section and direct 

Officer/ Member engagement with communities. Posters listing each event were also 

put up in prominent public places in settlements across the National Park. 

 

5.13. The consultation was also publicised online, with all relevant information and 

consultation documents being made available to view on the authority’s website.  

 

5.14. As required by Regulation 19 hard-copies of consultation documents will be available 

to view at NNPA Headquarters, The Sill National Landscape Discovery Centre, and a 

number of local libraries for the duration of the consultation period. Alternative versions 

of each document (such as large print, translated) can be requested. 

 

Consultation 

 

5.15. An analysis of the level of consultation response and a full summary of the comments 

received (as per Regulation 22 [c, v]) can be seen in Appendix 20. This is taken from 

‘Section 2 - Level of Response and Section 3 – Publication Draft Feedback’ of the 

Publication Draft Consultation Feedback Report (August 2019).  

 

5.16. NNPA’s responses to this feedback and how these representations have been taken 

into account in terms of modifications for the Submission Draft (as per Regulation 22 

[d]) can be seen in Appendix 21. This is taken from ‘Appendix 1 – NNPA Responses 

and Modifications’ of the Publication Draft Consultation Feedback Report (August 

2019). 
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6. Appendices  
 

  



APPENDIX 1 

The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 

 

Preparation of a local plan 

18.—(1) A local planning authority must—  

(a)notify each of the bodies or persons specified in paragraph (2) of the subject of a local 

plan which the local planning authority propose to prepare, and 

(b)invite each of them to make representations to the local planning authority about what a 

local plan with that subject ought to contain. 

(2) The bodies or persons referred to in paragraph (1) are—  

(a)such of the specific consultation bodies as the local planning authority consider may have 

an interest in the subject of the proposed local plan; 

(b)such of the general consultation bodies as the local planning authority consider 

appropriate; and 

(c)such residents or other persons carrying on business in the local planning authority’s area 

from which the local planning authority consider it appropriate to invite representations. 

(3) In preparing the local plan, the local planning authority must take into account any 

representation made to them in response to invitations under paragraph (1).  

 

Representations relating to a local plan 

20.—(1) Any person may make representations to a local planning authority about a local 

plan which the local planning authority propose to submit to the Secretary of State.  

(2) Any such representations must be received by the local planning authority by the date 

specified in the statement of the representations procedure.  

(3) Nothing in this regulation applies to representations taken to have been made as 

mentioned in section 24(7) of the Act.  

 

 

 

 



APPENDIX 2 

List of Consultees 

Names and contact details of individuals are not listed for GDPR data protection reasons. 

Statutory Consultation Bodies 

Civil Aviation Authority 

Environment Agency 

Highways England 

Historic England 

Marine Management Organisation 

Natural England 

Northumbria NHS Trust 

North East Combined Authority (NECA) 

North East Local Enterprise Partnership 

Northumberland County Council (Highway Authority) 

Office of Rail Regulation 

Transport for the North 

Homes and Communities Agency 

 

Delivery Agencies 

Cornerstone Telecommunications Infrastructure Ltd 

Country Land & Business 

Defence Infrastructure Organisation 

EE 

Energy UK 

Forestry Commission England 

Gardens Trust 

Health and Safety Executive 

National Farmers Union 

National Grid  

National Parks England 

Network Rail 

NHS England North 

NHS Northumberland Clinical Commissioning Group 

Northern Gas Networks 

Northern Powergrid  

Northumberland National Park & County Joint Local Access Forum 

Northumberland National Park Foundation 

Northumberland Tourism  

Northumbrian Water 

Police and Crime Commissioner for Northumbria 

Three (Hutchinson 3G UK Ltd) 

United Utilities Group 

 

 

 



APPENDIX 2 

General Consultation Bodies 

Adapt North East 

Campaign for National Parks 

Coal Authority 

Community Action Northumberland 

Department for Culture, Media and Sport 

Department for Education 

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

Equality and Diversity Forum 

Home Office 

Ministry of Justice 

Northumberland Community Development Network 

Northumberland CVA 

Northumberland Wildlife Trust 

Planning Inspectorate 

Royal Voluntary Service 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

Scottish Natural Heritage 

Social Enterprise Northumberland 

Sport England 

 

Adjoining Local Authorities 

Carlisle City Council 

Cumbria County Council 

Northumberland County Council 

SESplan (South East Scotland) 

Scottish Borders Council 

 

Special Interest Groups 

Arcus Consultancy Services 

Borders Archaeology 

British Horse Society 

Campaign to Protect Rural England 

Campaign for Real Ale 

ConFor  

Crown Estate 

Dunhouse Natural Stone 

Footsteps Northumberland  

Glendale Gateway Trust 

Hexham Civic Society 

Hexham Community Partnership 

Matfen Estates 

Mineral Products Association 

Moorland Association 
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National Gamekeepers Association 

National Trust (North Region) 

Newcastle Diocese 

NHS Property Services 

North East Chamber of Commerce 

North Pennines AONB Partnership 

Northumberland Association of Local Councils 

Northumberland Wildlife Trust 

Northumbria Ramblers 

RSPB 

Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle upon Tyne 

Tenant Farmers Association 

Tourism Alliance 

Tweed Forum 

Two Castles Housing Association 

Tynedale Green Party 

Tynedale Roadstone  

UK Federation of Small Businesses 

Vattenfall Wind Power Ltd. 

Woodland Trust 

 

Planning/ Surveying/ Architectural Consultants 

Crawford Higgins Associates 

DevPlan 

Dobsons Design Ltd 

Earle Hall Drawing Services 

Edwin Thompson 

Fairhurst Engineering Solutions 

Farmplan Buildings 

George F. White 

Jon Tweddell Planning Ltd 

Marrons Planning 

Ludman Planning 

RG+P Ltd 

RV Architectural Services 

Sanderson Weatherall 

SSA Planning Ltd 

Traditional Architecture Group 

Ursus Consulting Ltd 

Youngs RPS 

 

Local Housebuilders 

Countrylife Homes Ltd 

Cumbrian Homes Ltd 

Cussins Ltd 
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Story Homes 

 

National Park Authorities 

Brecon Beacons 

Broads 

Cairngorms 

Dartmoor 

Exmoor 

Lake District 

Loch Lomond  

New Forest 

North York Moors 

Peak District 

Pembrokeshire 

Snowdonia 

South Downs 

Yorkshire Dales 

 

Parish Councils  

Alwinton 

Bellingham & Hesleyhurst 

Brinkburn 

Corsenside 

Elsdon 

Falstone 

Greenhead 

Harbottle 

Haydon Bridge 

Henshaw 

Hepple 

Hollinghill with Rothley 

Humshaugh 

Ingram 

Kirknewton 

Melkridge 

Netherton & Biddlestone 

Newbrough 

Otterburn 

Rochester & Byrness 

Simonburn 

Tarset & Greystead 

Thirlwall 

Warden 

Wark 

Whittingham 
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Whitton & Tosson 

Wooler 

 

Estates/ Major Landowners 

Northumberland Estates 

College Valley Estates 

Linhope Estate 

Lilburn Estates Farming Partnership 

Hepple Estate 

High Green Estate 

Newton & Charlton Farms 

Nunwick Estate 

 

Neighbourhood Planning Groups 

Tarset & Greystead Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

Mid-Coquetdale Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

Wooler Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

 

Residents and Other Consultees 

Details of an additional 1,553 local individuals (1,018 inside the National Park) and 273 small 

businesses are held on NNPA’s CRM system and contacted when a consultation is taking place on 

the Local Plan. These names and addresses are not listed for GDPR data protection reasons. 
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Public Notice 

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) 

REGULATIONS 2012 
REGULATION 18: NOTICE OF THE PREPARATION OF THE 

NORTHUMBERLAND NATIONAL PARK LOCAL PLAN. 

On 14th December 2016 the board of Northumberland National Park Authority formally 
approved the Local Plan Issues Paper for public consultation. The paper identifies a number 
of key issues for the Local Plan such as the provision of community services, housing and 
employment opportunities to meet local needs. 
 
The Local Plan will include a long-term vision for the National Park and the spatial strategy 
for delivering that vision. When adopted, it will guide development decisions within the 
National Park until 2037 and indicate where new homes and businesses will be located, as 
well as designate areas of the Park that should be protected.  
 
Northumberland National Park Authority is consulting on the Local Plan Issues Paper for a 
period from Monday the 27th February until Friday 28th April 2017. The draft Issues Paper 
along with accompanying documentation will be available from 27th February 2017 on the 
council’s website at: www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation  and for public inspection during 
normal opening hours at: 
 
NNPA offices/information points: 

 Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, Northumberland, NE46 1BS 

 Coquetdale Centre, Church Street, Rothbury, Northumberland, NE65 7UP 

Libraries: 

 Bellingham Library, Bellingham Town Hall, Manchester Square, Bellingham, NE48 2AS 

 Haltwhistle Library, Westgate, Haltwhistle, NE49 0AX 

 Haydon Bridge Library, Church Street, Haydon Bridge, NE47 6JQ 

 Hexham Library, Queens Hall, Beaumont Street, Hexham, NE46 3LS 

 Kielder Library, Kielder Community First School, Kielder, NE48 1HQ 

 Rothbury Library, Front Street, Rothbury, NE65 7TZ 

 Wooler Library, Cheviot Centre, Padgepool Place, Wooler, NE71 6BL 

Library opening times can be found on the mylibrary website at: http://www.mylibrary.co.uk   

There are also be a number of ‘drop-in’ public consultation events and community 
workshops being held the details of which (alongside the documentation) can be found on 
the Authority’s website at: http://www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation  

Representations should be received in writing before 430pm Friday 28th April 2017. It 
should be noted that any representations received cannot be treated as confidential and will 
be published by the Authority in accordance with the provisions of the Data Protection Act.  
For more information please call 01434 605555 or write to the Forward Planning Team at: 
NNPA HQ, Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, NE46 1BS or email: localplan@nnpa.org.uk 

http://www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation
http://www.mylibrary.co.uk/
http://www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation
mailto:localplan@nnpa.org.uk
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1. Issues Paper Consultation outcomes 

Level of consultation response 

1.0. A total of 27 written representations were received over the consultation period 
(comprising surveys submitted online and by post, emails, and letters).  Although 
this was a fairly low level of written response, this was offset somewhat by the 
relatively high attendance at the consultation events. In total, 98 individuals 
attended the 12 consultation events, with an average of 11 attending each drop-in 
session and 7 attending each community workshop.  
 

1.1. Discussions held at the events, together with the written responses, generated 
725 individual comments. All of these comments have been summarised into 43 
broad conclusions under the following thematic headings:  

 ‘Vision and Strategic Priorities’;  

 ‘Housing and Employment’;  

 ‘Spatial Strategy’;  

 ‘Community Facilities and Infrastructure’;  

 ‘Transport and Access’;  

 ‘Farming and Estates’;  

 ‘Natural Environment’;  

 ‘Historic Environment’;  

 ‘Leisure and Sustainable Tourism’;  

 ‘Minerals and Waste’; and  

 ‘Other / general comments’.  
 

1.2. The detailed comments are analysed by topic in the following sections. 
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Summary and analysis of consultation response 

 

Figure 1 - Comments by topic 

 
 

1.3. Detailed comments on specific sites and settlements (2% of total comments) are 
not included in this summary but will be taken on board in the Infrastructure Plan 
and any emerging settlement strategies. 

 
1.4. 4% of the comments made were not relevant to any of the topics set out in the 

Issues Paper. These have been recorded and NNPA will consider how it can 
address these issues through other areas of its work. 
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Vision and Strategic Priorities 

 

Broad conclusions 

 Predominant support for using the same vision as the National Park 
Management Plan 2016-2021. 

 A general agreement with the strategic priorities. 

 
Detailed analysis 

 
1.5. 63% of survey respondents agreed with using the same vision as the National 

Park Management Plan 2016-2021. 31% broadly agreed but made comments 
suggesting a need to emphasise or change specific elements of the vision. The 
remaining 6% made no comment. Attendees to consultation events were 
generally supportive of the vision however discussions were mainly focused on 
the more detailed planning issues. 
 

1.6. Event attendees also generally agreed with the strategic priorities. 50% of survey 
respondents agreed with all of the strategic priorities set out in the Issues Paper 
consultation draft document. 38% agreed with some but not all of the strategic 
priorities and 13% made no comment or skipped this question.  

 
1.7. The next steps in relation to how the vision and strategic priorities consultation 

response may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan 
review are set out in paragraphs 4.0 - 4.1. 

 
Spatial Strategy 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 New development should still be focused towards existing settlements that are 
served by community facilities and public transport. However there could be 
more flexibility for developing existing buildings outside of settlements provided 
there is sufficient infrastructure in place to support this. 

 The current approach to Major Development in the National Park is generally 
considered appropriate, with some support for a more restrictive approach. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.8. 10% of the comments received were in relation to the spatial strategy to be taken 
forward in the Local Plan. 
 

1.9. Most respondents agreed with continuing an approach that focuses new 
development in the local centres and villages as set out by a settlement hierarchy. 
It was recognised that new development, and particularly housing, should be 
supported by local services and infrastructure, such as schools, broadband, 
doctors, employment etc. A handful of respondents would support a more 
restrictive approach, whereby no new housing development should be allowed in 
the National Park and instead this should be provided in the gateway settlements. 
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1.10. There was support for some relaxation of this approach however it was suggested 
that new development should still be located where infrastructure is available with 
a proviso that any development be sympathetic to its surroundings. Furthermore 
half of the survey respondents agreed that it should be easier to convert existing 
buildings to houses outside of settlements. However, a small number of 
respondents did emphasise the importance of this assessment being done on a 
case by case basis. 

 
1.11. Respondents were also asked if there were any sites locally that they thought 

would be suitable for use as housing or employment land. Although this summary 
does not go into site specific detail, the general consensus was that brownfield, or 
land of lesser environmental value, should be prioritised for development. This 
somewhat endorses a continuation of the sequential approach in Policy 6 of the 
extant Core Strategy. 

 
1.12. At present development in the open countryside is limited to the reuse or 

replacement of existing buildings. This is unless it can be demonstrated that the 
development cannot take place within an identified settlement or through the 
reuse of an existing building and where it will conserve or enhance and provide 
opportunities for the public to enjoy the special qualities of the National Park. 
Additionally, in locations outside of existing settlements, the conversion of 
buildings is subject to a hierarchical approach to their reuse which prioritises 
tourism and employment uses, with the change of use to residential use 
(affordable or open market house) only permitted where it can be demonstrated 
that an employment use would not be viable.  

 
1.13. However, it is recognised that there may be a need for new buildings in the open 

countryside or outside of existing settlements, typically for agricultural use. The 
Issues Paper asked whether greater flexibility for the location of new development 
should be allowed by including farm steadings in the definition of a settlement. 
The response to this issue was mixed with an equal number of respondents 
agreeing with this potential approach to those who disagreed.  

 
1.14. One respondent agreed in principle with greater flexibility for new development 

within remote agricultural steadings, providing that it could be considered a 
community. A further respondent thought that a settlement could only be 
established if part of a redevelopment of existing buildings that creates a nucleus 
of dwellings. 

 
1.15. The current Core Strategy (policy 4) limits major development to that where it is 

proven to be in the public interest and would not adversely affect the National 
Park’s special qualities. A high proportion of respondents (75%) appeared to be 
satisfied with the current definition and criteria for assessing major development in 
the National Park. 19% of those who respondent to the survey would support a 
more restrictive approach to major development. A further 6% were unsure.  

 
1.16. The next steps in relation to how the spatial strategy consultation response may 

taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan review are set out in 
paragraphs 4.2 – 4.5. 
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Community Facilities and Infrastructure 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 The vast majority of respondents agreed that, together with the provision of 
housing and employment opportunities, community facilities are vital to sustain 
local communities within the National Park. 

 General support for encouraging small scale renewable energy generation which 
would not adversely affect the National Park's special qualities, and which could 
provide electricity to off-grid properties. 

 A general agreement that both broadband and mobile reception coverage is 
variable but in some locations inadequate and this should be a key priority for 
the National Park Authority to address through the Local Plan and other means. 

 General support for using a more explicit planning obligation-based approach, as 
necessary to gain infrastructure provision needed to support new developments. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.17. Issues around community facilities and infrastructure were of high interest to 
consultation respondents (21% of total comments), with many respondents 
commenting on current limitations. It follows that respondents showed strong 
support for the improvement of facilities and infrastructure to support both existing 
and new development. 

 
1.18. There was a generally positive response for planning policies that support 

renewable energy generation on a small / micro scale as a means to provide 
electricity to off-grid properties in the National Park. 75% of survey respondents 
were in agreement with this. Most responses demonstrated support for the 
principle of micro-renewables provided that they would not have an adverse 
impact on the special qualities of the National Park.  

 
1.19. The responses received in relation to the potential policy approach on large scale 

renewable energy were however more mixed. Some respondents were totally 
against renewable energy generation on a large scale in the National Park with 
others being supportive of a flexible approach. Nevertheless some respondents 
asked for more clarity on the definitions of ‘small’, ‘medium’ and ‘large’ scale 
renewables.  

 
1.20. The Management Plan consultation identified poor mobile reception and 

broadband coverage as a key issue particularly affecting those living and working 
in the National Park. This was also subject of much debate during the Issues 
Paper consultation (7% of total comments). Although there were mixed opinions 
on whether one service was more important than the other, the limited availability 
of both was considered a significant barrier to sustaining thriving communities in 
the National Park. It was also made clear that some areas of the National Park 
were better served with broadband and/or mobile reception than others. This 
reinforces the evidence emerging through the Housing Needs Survey, Business 
Needs Survey and draft Infrastructure Plan. 
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1.21. Although respondents generally accepted that there is a difficulty in serving 
remote rural areas with adequate mobile and broadband coverage, eight 
respondents suggested potential ways of addressing this issue. Three survey 
respondents agreed that planning policies should be supportive of additional 
mobile reception masts in the National Park and suggestions were made relating 
to the potential of mast sharing with the emergency services. This is something 
that has been considered through the joint accord between National Parks 
England and the Home Office, see paragraph 4.11 for more information. 
Nevertheless others thought that satellite infrastructure is better than hard wired, 
especially as underground cables are expensive to install, but if provided over 
ground could have an adverse impact on the landscape. It was also suggested 
that delivery would need to be joined up with the opportunity to ‘piggy-back’ on 
existing infrastructure recognised. Other respondents recognised the potential for 
community projects for example instating a booster signal or satellite to serve the 
local area. The need to learn from good practice particularly in Scotland was also 
mentioned. 

 
1.22. The means of funding telecommunications infrastructure was also discussed, with 

the need for the National Park Authority to work closely with service providers 
emphasised. Respondents also thought that government funding should be more 
widely available for the provision of telecommunications and other infrastructure.  

 
1.23. A number of comments related to other settlement specific infrastructure shortfalls 

such as the loss of health services or the importance of the local school / pub. 
Also, a few discussions at consultation events gave recognition to potential cross-
boundary implications of the provision of facilities within or near the National Park. 
In particular, landscape impacts of renewable energy generation were of some 
concern. 44% of survey respondents agreed that where development outside of 
the National Park would have an impact within the National Park, the developer 
should be expected to pay for works that would reduce this impact.  

 
1.24. The consultation responses also demonstrated a broad agreement with an 

approach which requires developers to make a financial contribution, where 
viable, to provide infrastructure necessary to support a development. One 
respondent considered that a Community Infrastructure Levy could be an 
appropriate method of ensuring funding for infrastructure and facilities. 

 
1.25. Despite the National Park’s infrastructure shortfalls identified, it was recognised 

through the draft Infrastructure Plan consultation that in some forms of 
infrastructure, such as access to green spaces, open countryside or public rights 
of way, the Park has overwhelming capacity. 

 
1.26. The next steps in relation to how the community facilities and infrastructure 

consultation response may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the 
Local Plan review are set out in paragraphs 4.6 – 4.13. 
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Housing / Employment 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 There is not considered to be much local 'pressure'/demand for housing, with 
some respondents stating that they thought there was no pressure for any 
development in their local area.  

 There is general support for provision of a range of small-scale affordable 
housing for local people that met a local need. 

 Approach to providing local needs housing is generally considered about 
right, with more indication that the criteria may be too restrictive rather than 
not restrictive enough. 

 Support for ensuring the permanent occupation of housing stock where 
necessary to keep a critical mass of a year-round community, crucial to the 
retention of community facilities and services. 

 Some concern over the number of holiday homes being too high in particular 
locations with a support for a principal occupancy clause being applied if 
holiday homes were permitted to change their use to become permanent 
residences. 

 Recognition and support for gateway settlements helping to meet the 
identified housing need provided that this development helped to fund the 
provision of infrastructure and services in settlements within the National 
Park. 

 The Local Plan should be supportive of increasing employment opportunities / 
sustainable economic development within the National Park. 

 Sustainable land use sectors i.e. forestry, farming and tourism have the most 
capacity to influence the special qualities of the National Park and therefore 
should be adequately supported where possible through the Local Plan. 

 Need to explore new ways of supporting businesses and provide more jobs 
(e.g. supporting rural enterprise hubs or other shared infrastructure for small 
to medium sized enterprises). 

 Recognition of the inter-relationship between the provision of infrastructure, 
housing and employment opportunities 

 Recognition of the need to boost the number of working-age residents within 
the National Park in order to address the issue of an ageing population and 
that this would be difficult to achieve. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.27. Issues around housing and employment were also particularly important to 
consultation respondents, constituting 18% of comments. Generally it was 
recognised that there is no significant pressure for housing delivery on a large 
scale and that the National Park is faced with a different challenge of meeting 
affordable housing need and housing that meets the needs of people with a local 
connection. 
 

1.28. Objective 4.2.1 of the Management Plan aims to ensure the provision of a 
balanced range of housing that meets local needs. This acknowledges the role 
that affordable housing provision can play in ensuring there are opportunities for 
young adults and people of working age to live and work in the National Park 
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something which objective 4.3.1 also aims to achieve. This approach was tested 
and endorsed through the Management Plan review consultation and has been 
further supported and endorsed during this initial round of Local Plan consultation.  

 
1.29. Some respondents thought that current planning policies may have potentially 

restricted the delivery of affordable housing.  It was also suggested that planning 
policies cannot in isolation ensure that housing to meet local need and local 
affordable needs is built.   

 
1.30. The current approach to restricting the occupancy of new housing for those with a 

local connection was generally supported, with many respondents (47%) 
supporting a continuation of the existing Local Need definition and a further 26% 
supportive of establishing less restrictive criteria. Other opinions in relation to the 
local needs test included the need for the criteria to be reviewed based on how 
effective they have been in enabling local people to live in the National Park and 
the need to work with parish councils and the county council. Another respondent 
thought that local needs restrictions should only apply to rural exception sites.  

 
1.31. A number of respondents recognised the need for a suitable balance between 

permanently occupied housing and properties used as second homes, with the 
majority of these in favour of allowing more holiday homes to be used for housing. 
Nevertheless, two respondents raised the issue that there should be occupancy 
restrictions in such cases. There was a mixed response in relation to allowing 
other short-term uses of holiday homes, with some event attendees concerned 
about there being too many holiday homes.   

 
1.32. It was also recognised that the gateway settlements around the border of the 

National Park could play a key role in meeting some of the housing needs of the 
Park. It was however further suggested that this should only be acceptable where 
it could be proven that such development would support facilities and services in 
National Park settlements.  

 
1.33. Many comments received related to the interrelationship between employment, 

housing and infrastructure provision and the importance of addressing each of 
these simultaneously. Concern was expressed by a number of respondents of the 
prevailing economic conditions of the National Park, wherein wages are low (in 
comparison to house prices), and there is a perceived need for more jobs to retain 
a working age population. 

 
1.34. In general, respondents supported the need to explore new ways of providing 

more jobs and helping businesses in the National Park to thrive, for example 
providing more support for rural enterprise hubs or other shared infrastructure for 
Small to Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs). 

 
1.35. There were also a number of comments received which were specific to particular 

economic sectors, including farming, tourism and forestry. The issues raised are 
explored in more detail in the relevant sections below.  Some respondents would 
be supportive of more focused policies that support the agricultural, forestry and 
tourism sectors, however other comments contradicted this, in that policies should 
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support a more varied economy and not give special recognition to specific 
sectors.  

 
1.36. Some respondents recognised that there is a clear link between facilitating home 

working and the provision of infrastructure. For example, the need for effective 
telecommunications, postal service etc. It was suggested that making it easier for 
people to work from home could help to reduce the need for travel, offsetting 
issues brought about by long distances between settlements. However one 
respondent disagreed with amending planning policy based on home-based 
working being a lifestyle choice. 

 
1.37. The next steps in relation to how the housing / employment consultation response 

may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan review are set 
out in paragraphs 4.14 – 4.22. 
 

 
Transport and Access 

 
Broad Conclusions 

 Effort should be made to reduce dependence on the private car / encourage 
the use of more sustainable forms of transport. 

 The provision of a better and more widely available public transport service 
should be supported through the Local Plan. 

 Support for the upgrading and maintenance of existing access tracks to 
improve public access, however some concern that this could potentially 
impact on the landscape and that some of the tracks could potentially be 
unsuitable for walkers as they were originally designed for vehicular use. 

 Support for policies that would potentially increase opportunities for people to 
participate in cycling activity. 

 The impact that high fuel costs have on rural communities should be 
addressed where possible. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.38. 8% of comments received related to transport and access, with the majority of 
these recognising the need to reduce dependence on the private car in the 
National Park. Many of these respondents raised the importance of public 
transport which is considered to be more sustainable. Services are considered to 
be limited and it was also made apparent that public transport provision in the 
south of the park could be better than in the north. 
 

1.39. It was also suggested by two individuals that re-instating a railway service could 
be explored. Aside from public transport, other suggestions included the 
promotion of car sharing and encouraging more walking. It was also advised that 
the spatial distribution of development should contribute to reducing the need for 
travel. 
 

1.40. A handful of respondents accepted that there will always be reliance on the 
private car in the National Park due to the remoteness of settlements. There was 
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also mention of specific user groups that have no alternative to the private vehicle, 
such as the disabled, and that car parks need to meet the needs of these groups. 
The impact that high fuel costs have on rural communities was highlighted and a 
consequent priority could be improving electric vehicle infrastructure, as well as 
improving the quality of roads. 

 
1.41. It was also suggested that there is a link between broadband and the need for 

travel, for example increased online shopping and more people working from 
home.  

 
1.42. The role of the transport and access network in promoting visits to the National 

Park was also recognised and that the use of social media could particularly be 
exploited to promote particular routes. 

 
1.43. Nevertheless, a mixed response was received in relation to using planning 

policies to increase public access to routes currently used for forestry, agriculture 
or shooting. Six respondents would support the upgrading and maintenance of 
existing access tracks to enhance public access. A further two said that they 
would support the introduction of new, well-designed tracks for public access. 
However, four respondents expressed concern in relation to potential landscape 
impacts of this and that some of the tracks could potentially be unsuitable for 
walkers as they were originally designed for vehicular use. 

 
1.44. Seven comments were made in relation to cycling. Of these, six of the 

respondents would support policies which increase opportunities for people to 
participate in cycling activity. It was suggested that this would benefit local 
communities and visitors alike, in terms of health, access to nature and 
contributions to the tourism economy. 

 
1.45. The next steps in relation to how transport and access consultation response may 

taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan review are set out in 
paragraphs 4.23 – 4.26. 
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Farming and Estates 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 General support for the Local Plan enabling agricultural businesses to 
diversify more easily. 

 Some comments received regarding the potential to explore different 
management regimes such as removing stock and allowing vegetation to 
develop without grazing (re-wilding). 

 The impact of Brexit is uncertain - mixed response as to whether this could be 
positive or negative for the agricultural sector. 

 Strong support for allowing change of use of redundant farm buildings. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.46. As reported in paragraph 3.35, respondents recognised agriculture as one of the 
key sectors that contribute to the National Park’s local economy. Consultation 
responses relating to Farming and Estates amounted to 7% of the total comments 
received.  
 

1.47. There was a general agreement that planning policies should make it easier for 
agricultural businesses to diversify. Further, the importance of striking a balance 
between encouraging rural economic growth and retaining sustainable land 
management was emphasised.  
  

1.48. 31% of survey respondents said that they would support planning policies that 
encourage and support the uptake of better and more sustainable land 
management practices that conserve and enhance the special qualities of the 
National Park. 

 
1.49. With a general agreement for planning policies to take a more supportive 

approach for farm businesses seeking to diversify, it corresponds then that 44% of 
survey respondents would support more flexibility to allow for redundant 
agricultural buildings to be converted into a more viable use.  

 
1.50. Three individuals gave their opinions on “re-wilding”, a topic that has been 

explored through academic research and much press coverage over the past two 
years. These comments were mixed on whether this would be positive or negative 
for farming practice in the National Park.   
 

1.51. Potential agricultural implications of Brexit were also of interest with a further three 
respondents commenting on this however there remains uncertainty around how 
this may impact farming practice in the future. 

 
1.52. It should be noted however that these two issues (re-wilding and Brexit) are 

outside the control of the planning system. 
 

1.53. The next steps in relation to how the farming and estates consultation response 
may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan review are set 
out in paragraphs 4.27 – 4.29. 
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Natural Environment 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 Strong support for greater protection of areas of tranquillity and dark skies. 

 General support for a high level of environmental protection including taking 
an ecosystems approach in planning policies, however some uncertainty 
around what this means. 

 Recognition for the role that forestry and woodland, in appropriate locations, 
takes in assisting in flood control and generally improving the environment. 

 Support for policies that would reduce/mitigate downstream and other 
potential flood risk including the encouragement of using Rural Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (RSuDS). 

 Support for incorporating an eco-system services approach in managing 
future development within the National Park. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

 
1.54. 8% of the comments received related to the Natural Environment. Three 

respondents thought that conservation of the natural environment should be at the 
forefront of the Local Plan, to protect the National Park’s landscape, habitats and 
wildlife from inappropriate change. It was also suggested that support for those who 
are promoting the natural assets of the Park should be available, however no 
suggestion as to the form this may take was made.  

 
1.55. Respondents showed general support for incorporating an eco-system services 

approach in managing future development within the National Park. However some 
respondents required greater clarity around what this means. 

 
1.56. Seventeen individuals had an opinion on how the Local Plan should address 

tranquillity and in particular dark skies. There was a general consensus that more 
protection should be afforded to the National Park’s tranquil areas with most of 
these comments suggesting that the protection of dark skies is integral to 
maintaining high levels of tranquillity. 

 
1.57. Seven respondents made a comment in relation to forestry and woodland. It was 

thought that planning policies should recognise the contribution that woodland and 
forestry make to improving the environment and assisting in flood control. Although 
these comments have been noted, forestry is not controlled through the planning 
system. 

 
1.58. A further twenty individual comments were made in relation to how the Local Plan 

could address downstream flood risk. Four of these said that the Local Plan should 
encourage the use of Rural Sustainable Drainage Systems (RSuDS). This 
endorses the approach identified in the draft Infrastructure Plan which recognises 
the benefits of the National Park’s green infrastructure network.  Other comments 
related to positively managing the design and siting of new development; 
implementing low-tech small scale flood control systems; the reintroduction of 
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beavers; and drawing upon local knowledge to identify areas of land suitable for 
holding flood waters. 

 
1.59. The next steps in relation to how the natural environment consultation response 

may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan review are set 
out in paragraphs 4.30 – 4.33. 

 
 
Historic Environment 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 Protection of the National Park's historic environment should remain a key 
element of the Local Plan. 

 Mixed response as to whether the Local Plan should be more, or less, flexible 
in enabling heritage assets, such as Listed buildings, to be developed for 
other uses in the future. 

 General consensus that design of development should respond to local 
vernacular whilst allowing for some innovation which would be rigorously 
assessed on a case by case basis. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.60. Comments relating to the historic environment made up 6% of all individual 
comments. Most of these respondents agreed to a continued approach that 
affords a high level of protection of the National Park’s archaeology, Conservation 
Areas and historic buildings. 
 

1.61. Eight respondents argued their support for the development of Listed Buildings 
only where this would prevent its loss and ensuring works are sensitive to the 
building and its setting. A further eight respondents would also support some 
flexibility around allowing development of other heritage assets where this would 
enable their retention and future use. 

 
1.62. Sixteen respondents commented on building design (equating to 2% of total 

comments). It is generally considered that high design standards need to be 
upheld to ensure that development will not have any adverse effects on the 
surrounding landscape. Three individuals thought that any new development 
should replicate the local vernacular with policies restricting any modern design. 
The remaining respondents (13) would however support some flexibility in 
allowing more innovative new builds and extensions to existing buildings.  

 
1.63. The next steps in relation to how the historic environment consultation response 

may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan review are set 
out in paragraphs 4.34 – 4.36. 
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Leisure and Sustainable Tourism 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 General support for ensuring policies make it more difficult to permit the loss 
of visitor accommodation (including support generally for a more flexible 
approach to allowing under-used agricultural buildings to be converted to 
holiday accommodation). 

 Importance of increasing visitors to the National Park and support for having 
provision in the Local Plan which can help to make the Park an all-year-round 
destination. 

 Mixed response to a plan approach that would make provision for Sill 'satellite' 
developments. 

 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.64. 6% of comments related to leisure and sustainable tourism. Most of these 
comments gave recognition to the importance of affordable visitor accommodation 
for supporting the tourism economy of the National Park. Five respondents, 
including 19% of survey respondents agreed that planning policies should make it 
more difficult to permit the loss of visitor accommodation. 

 
1.65. At present policy 15 of the Core Strategy (2009) supports the conversion of 

buildings for self catering and/or bunk house / camping barn accommodation. As 
reported in paragraph 3.49, 44% of survey respondents said that they would 
agree with retaining a policy that supports the reuse of under-used agricultural 
buildings for holiday use. The remainder of survey respondents had no opinion on 
this. 

 
1.66. Some respondents demonstrated support for increasing visitors to the National 

Park during usually off-peak times, insofar as this is sustainable and not to the 
detriment of the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty, wildlife and 
cultural heritage of the Park. Dark sky related tourism products were particularly 
recognised as making a positive contribution to supporting a year-round tourism 
economy. 

 
1.67. Nevertheless there was some opposition to supporting the introduction of new 

tourism products. There was also some uncertainty around how planning policies 
can help to make the National Park an all-year-round destination. 
 

1.68. 1% of comments were in relation to The Sill Landscape Discovery Centre. The 
Management Plan sets out that a key means to achieve a high standard and 
broad range of facilities, information and service within the National Park 
(objective 1.1.2) will be to explore the development of Sill satellite sites. The 
response received on this were mixed with some respondents pointing out that 
clarification would be required with regards to the exact of the form that such 
developments would take and another expressing concerns in relation to viability.  
Other comments in relation to The Sill project that were not relevant to planning 
policy were forwarded to the relevant National Park Officers. 
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1.69. The next steps in relation to how the leisure and sustainable tourism consultation 
response may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan 
review are set out in paragraphs 4.37 – 4.39. 

 
 

Minerals and Waste 
 

Broad Conclusions 

 Generally supportive response to encouraging nature conservation as an 
appropriate after-use for restored quarries. 

 Safeguarding future minerals supplies in the National Park is considered 
appropriate, particularly when it would cover minerals needed to conserving 
and enhancing the local built environment. 

 Need for easily accessible local recycling sites. 

 The extent to which other types of waste, e.g. farm waste, could be managed 
through the Local Plan would be limited. 

 
 
Detailed analysis 
 

1.70. 4% of comments were in relation to minerals and / or waste management which 
demonstrated a broad agreement that nature conservation is an appropriate after-
use for restored quarries. 
  

1.71. There was broad support for a policy to safeguard future mineral supplies in order 
to ensure that development would not inhibit future extraction. However one 
individual was entirely against this approach and one other respondent thought 
that only small-scale working of walling and roofing stone should be acceptable.  

 
1.72. Accessibility of local recycling sites was of concern to a handful of respondents. 

Nevertheless it was accepted that for larger municipal waste facilities, 
communities in the National Park will inevitably rely on sites outside the National 
Park. One individual recommended that all new development should incorporate 
appropriate storage and segregation facilities to encourage recycling. 

 
1.73. The next steps in relation to how the minerals and waste consultation response 

may taken forward into the Policy Options stage of the Local Plan review are set 
out in paragraphs 4.40 – 4.41. 
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Issues Paper Consultation - Next Steps 

 
Vision and strategic priorities 
 

1. The extant Local Development Framework Core Strategy (2009) was prepared in 
the context of an earlier Northumberland National Park Management Plan on 
which it draws upon to set out a vision and six spatial objectives to 2024. The 
Issues Paper recognises how the national policy context has changed as well as 
social, economic and environmental conditions on a local and wider scale. It is 
proposed therefore, that the new Local Plan seeks to realise the vision and helps 
to deliver the new objectives of the Management Plan 2016 – 2021.  
 

2. The consultation concluded that there is broad support for taking forward the 
vision adopted in the Management Plan and a general agreement with and 
endorsement of the strategic priorities outlined in the Issues Paper consultation 
document. The Policy Options Paper will explore how the more detailed 
comments could be reflected in the emerging Local Plan. An initial exploration of 
the potential policy implications are outlined below. 

 
Spatial strategy 
 

3. The original purpose of Core Strategy Policy 5 (General Location of New 
Development) was to ensure that new development was focused in sustainable 
locations best served by existing community facilities. This is a contributing factor 
in supporting the retention of these services and reduces the need for travel. 
Nevertheless the comments received through the consultation demonstrated 
some support for revising this settlement hierarchy approach. 
  

4. The Policy Options Paper will need to explore the circumstances where new 
development outside of settlements could be acceptable. This could include 
allowing greater flexibility for the reuse of agricultural buildings in remote 
locations, for which the consultation concludes there would be some support. 
Some respondents also demonstrated support for enabling a farm steading to 
become a settlement, community or ‘nucleus of dwellings’. Current policy seeks to 
avoid this occurring on a large scale across the National Park given the potential 
to dramatically impact on the special qualities of the National Park. Further work is 
therefore required to determine the approach going forward. This will include the 
undertaking of a Sustainability Appraisal will assess any impact revising the 
settlement hierarchy approach would potentially have. 
 

5. The Issues Paper consultation responses support the retention of the sequential 
approach that requires brownfield sites to be prioritised for development, as set 
out in Policy 6 of the current Core Strategy. This corresponds with current national 
policy that requires Local Planning Authorities to prioritise the redevelopment of 
previously developed (brownfield) land, particularly when identifying land to meet 
housing need1. 

                                                           
1
 Department for Communities and Local Government, National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Paragraph 

111 
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6. The consultation also indicates that the approach to assessing major development 

in the National Park should not be relaxed. This reflects recent research2 which 
explored how the major development test has been applied across all of the 
English National Parks with a particular emphasis on the importance of Local 
Plans continuing to provide sufficient protection on a local scale. The Policy 
Options Paper will explore the potential options which would be most appropriate 
for Northumberland National Park, for example specifying how particular terms 
may be defined locally or considering a more restrictive or perhaps less restrictive 
approach. 

 
Community facilities and infrastructure 
 

7. The National Park Authority acknowledges that issues around community facilities 
and infrastructure are of much importance to those living and working in the 
National Park.  
 

8. The comments in relation to community facilities and infrastructure broadly 
conclude then that the approaches as set out in Policy 8 and Policy 28 of the Core 
Strategy are still appropriate, so long as supported by an up to date Infrastructure 
Plan and Local Facilities Survey. 

 
9. Policy 25 currently seeks to ensure that provision for renewable energy generation 

is provided on sites of all new residential, employment, community and tourism 
development. The current approach also requires 10% of the predicted energy 
requirements of the development to be offset by renewables. The responses 
relating to renewable energy generation suggest the need for a continued policy 
approach that encourages the provision of micro-renewables.  

 
10. The Policy Options Paper will take this support into consideration, together with 

emerging evidence on the viability, landscape impacts and other constraints on 
the provision of micro-renewable energy. It is noted that clarification is required to 
define what is meant by small, medium and large scale.  
 

11. It is anticipated that the emerging Infrastructure Plan will enable NNPA to gain a 
greater understanding of the specific limitations around mobile and broadband 
reception. This will also provide more certainty around how such utilities could be 
improved and help identify the policy options that could support this improvement. 

 
12. It is anticipated that the Local Plan will support the objectives as set out in the 

Joint Accord between the Home Office and National Parks England which will see 
the roll-out of the Emergency Services Mobile Communications Programme. It is 
also proposed to extend the use of this so that commercial mobile services can 
also provide wider network coverage. Crucially the accord recognises the need to 
minimise any adverse impacts on the special qualities of the National Park. 

 
13. The draft Infrastructure Plan also explored the potential approaches to addressing 

other infrastructure issues arising from a development proposal. It was generally 
                                                           
2
 National Parks – Planning for the Future (December 2016); Campaign for National Parks, Campaign to Protect 

Rural England (CPRE), the National Trust 
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supported through the consultation that developers should be liable to ensure any 
proposal is supported by adequate infrastructure and would not adversely impact 
existing facilities or services. Nevertheless, it is considered that the application of 
a Community Infrastructure Levy would not likely be an appropriate tool with the 
expectation that few development proposals would be liable to make a CIL 
contribution (Infrastructure Plan Consultation Draft, February 2017, pg. 19). As an 
alternative, a planning-obligation based approach on a case by case basis could 
be more effective in addressing site specific infrastructure issues. An emerging 
policy approach could require a development to be supported by pre-existing 
infrastructure without detriment to other users, or where infrastructure issues are 
highlighted that a developer would be required to provide the necessary services 
or make a commuted sum payment to address these issues.  

 
14. The challenge is ensuring an appropriate level of contribution for each type of 

development to balance the viability of the scheme as well as affordability 
requirements and occupancy restrictions. The comments received that related to 
specific locations and settlements will also be drawn upon to identify potential 
infrastructure issues relating to proposals that come forward.   

 
Housing and employment 
 

15. The conclusions from the consultation reflect evidence emerging from the SHMA3 
and reiterate the need for more affordable housing for families / young adults and 
housing for those with a local connection to the National Park. Respondents also 
expressed concerns that the extant policies may have been restrictive in the 
delivery of affordable housing which concurs with the Authority’s monitoring of the 
Local Plan. 
 

16. The Policy Options Paper will explore how a more flexible policy approach could 
contribute to addressing these issues, including means of providing more local 
needs and/or affordable housing. More detail around the potential implications of a 
more flexible approach to allowing residential conversions will also be explored in 
the Policy Options Paper. 
 

17. NNPA recognises that a positive framework of planning policies can only 
contribute to the delivery of affordable housing / affordable local needs housing if 
there is effective partnership working between the authority and other key housing 
delivery organisations. A variety of other suggestions were made in relation to 
controlling the occupancy of new housing in the National Park and each of these 
will be tested through the Policy Options consultation. 

 
18. The consultation responses also reinforce the need for a holistic approach to 

planning for sustainable economic growth. It was largely agreed among 
respondents that in order to increase employment opportunities and boost the 
number of working-age residents within the Park, emerging strategy should 

                                                           
3 It is the role of the Local Plan to plan for the amount, type, tenure and size of housing as evidenced through 

analysis of relevant secondary data, housing needs surveys, demographic forecasts (based upon population 
projections provided by the government) and consultation with key housing stakeholders. This information is 
set out in the Northumberland National Park Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), 2017.   
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recognise the role of housing and infrastructure provision in facilitating this. Any 
cumulative impact of emerging housing, infrastructure and economic policies will 
therefore need to be explored at the Policy Options stage. 

 
19. The Policy Options Paper will also need to identify if and how particular economic 

sectors will be recognised. Most respondents supported the current approach 
(Policy 14) which gives special recognition to tourism, recreation and farming 
uses. Any emerging policy around the broad approach to sustaining the local 
economy will also need to complement the more specific emerging policies for 
particular economic sectors.  

 
20. The need to support forestry development was also recognised and therefore the 

Policy Options paper will explore how the economic, environmental and social 
contribution from woodlands and forestry can be addressed through the Local 
Plan, particularly given that forestry development is outside the control of the 
planning system. 

 
21. Current policy also seeks to ensure proposals for expanding existing businesses 

would not negatively impact on the special qualities of the National Park, and that 
the creation of new businesses directly relate to the special qualities. The 
consultation responses acknowledge the importance of ensuring adequate 
support for economic development that does not negatively impact on the special 
qualities. Emerging Local Plan policies will therefore need to balance flexibility in 
supporting business growth with the extent to which any proposals would either 
contribute to or impact upon the Park’s special qualities. 

 
22. It was recognised that policy should be more focused towards supporting Small to 

Medium Sized Enterprises (SMEs). This aligns with past business size trends in 
the National Park and evidence emerging from the Business Needs Survey sent 
out to businesses in the Park in 2016. It was further suggested that new 
approaches would need to be considered to providing more jobs and helping 
existing / emerging businesses to thrive. The emerging policy options could 
therefore explore how there could be more support for Rural Enterprise Hubs or 
other shared infrastructure.  

 
23. With most respondents having acknowledged the increased popularity in home-

working, the Policy Options Paper will explore the implications of this. The 
emerging economic evidence will also be drawn upon to inform the potential 
options to take forward in Local Plan. While the current approach seeks to support 
proposals for home-based employment activities which do not adversely affect 
neighbours or neighbouring land uses, future policy may be more explicit in 
supporting new build live-work units, the conversion of under-used out-buildings or 
the extension of existing residential buildings. 

Transport and Access 

 
24. The consultation responses in relation to transport largely endorse the approach 

taken in Policy 12 of the current Core Strategy which seeks to minimise the overall 
need for journeys, whilst seeking to maximise the proportion of journeys made by 
public transport, bicycle, and walking.  
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25. Management Plan objective 4.2.3 seeks to enable an integrated transport network 

which offers an attractive alternative to the private car. However, the consultation 
responses have highlighted the potential limitations in achieving this objective. It is 
clear that this will not be possible through development policies alone and a 
proactive approach to advocating for transport infrastructure improvements needs 
to be taken with our key delivery partners  

 
26. The Policy Options Paper and Infrastructure Plan will identify how the Authority 

could work pro-actively to ensure that public transport service providers are able 
to operate services viably, car sharing schemes are explored, and means of 
increasing the take up of walking and cycling are identified.  
 

27. Respondents also recognised the importance of the public rights of way network. 
The comments received broadly demonstrate that the current objectives of policy 
12 are supported and that a continued approach that seeks to maximise 
accessibility would likely be appropriate to take forward into the new Local Plan.   
The emerging policy options in relation to increasing public access on agriculture, 
forestry or shooting tracks may be constrained by rights of way restrictions. There 
may also be the need to address safety impacts and maintenance agreements. 
Any policy approach which seeks to provide more flexibility in providing new 
tracks for public access would need to consider how potential landscape impacts 
could be mitigated. 

 
Farming and Estates 

28. Policy 21 of the extant Core Strategy requires the National Park Authority to 
support agricultural developments which allow for farmers to be more competitive 
and sustainable, including where diversification would be involved. However, this 
approach is flexible and open to a degree of interpretation.   
 

29. The comments received would therefore suggest that a more focused policy 
approach would be beneficial for farmers, helping them to recognise the types of 
diversification proposals that would be appropriate within the National Park.  The 
policy options could therefore include more detail on the need to justify the scale 
or type of any new development associated with any potential farm diversification. 
 

30. The current policy approach to the conversion of existing buildings outside of 
identified settlements (Core Strategy policy 7) specifies particular circumstances 
where this would be acceptable. This includes that conversion to residential would 
only be permitted where a proven local housing need exists. The consultation 
response indicates some support for a more flexible approach. However such a 
shift in policy that allows more flexibility in converting remote farm steadings to 
housing may not be sustainable, with long distances to local facilities and 
services. It may also be more difficult to provide the necessary infrastructure to 
remote areas. The Policy Options consultation will propose how an appropriate 
balance may be achieved. 

 
 

Natural Environment 
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31. With support for retaining a high level of protection for the natural environment, it 
can be concluded that Policy 20 remains a suitable approach, assessing the 
impact of development on landscape character and sensitivity as defined in the 
Landscape Supplementary Planning Document.  

 
32. Many of these responses emphasise the need for planning policies to protect the 

tranquil qualities of the National Park including the renowned dark skies. This 
could indicate that a review of Policy 19 is required. The Policy Options Paper 
could explore how a more explicit approach to ensuring development has no 
adverse impact on dark skies. 

 
33. The National Park Authority acknowledges the contribution that carefully managed 

woodland and forestry makes to the local economy, cultural heritage and in 
enhancing the natural environment. Forestry practice itself is not controlled 
through the planning system; however associated developments commonly 
require planning permission or prior approval from the authority. The emerging 
policy options will need to recognise the social, economic and environment 
benefits whilst ensuring sufficient protection is afforded to the natural assets of the 
National Park.   

 
34. At present the Local Plan requires new development to be directed away from 

areas at the highest risk of flooding and that appropriate mitigation measures are 
implemented in line with national planning policy. The review of policy 27 needs to 
take into consideration significant changes in national policy since 2009. 
Conclusions from the consultation broadly align with more recent planning 
guidance on addressing flood risk, for example encouraging Rural Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (RSuDS). More detailed proposals will be set out at the policy 
options consultation stage. 

Historic Environment 
 

35. Current policy (18) supports proposals which conserve, enhance and promote the 
quality and integrity of the culture heritage of the National Park. The consultation 
responses broadly supported retaining this approach. There was however strong 
support for potentially making it more flexible to develop heritage assets where a 
proposal would prevent the loss of the asset. The potential options for this will be 
explored further in the Policy Options paper. 
 

36. There were mixed opinions on what the design policy should be in the National 
Park. This is naturally a subjective issue. The majority of respondents who 
commented on design would be supportive of allowing flexibility for some extent of 
innovation whilst being sensitive to local vernacular. Criterion ‘b’ of policy 3 seeks 
to ensure the design of new development protects and enhances local character. 
This policy also provides guidance on how this may be achieved but allows 
flexibility for the applicant to propose the detailed design, assessed on a case by 
case basis.  The consultation response therefore suggests that current policy is 
neither too restrictive nor too flexible. 
 

37. The responses received supported upholding high building design standards and 
the emerging policy options will need to examine any potential tensions with other 



APPENDIX 7 

objectives of the Local Plan such as the delivery of affordable housing. The extent 
of any conflict will be explored through a Sustainability Appraisal. 

 
Leisure and sustainable tourism 
 

38. The consultation response indicates that Policy 15 is largely supported. 
Nevertheless the criteria within Policy 7 that proposals to convert a building 
outside a settlement need to meet could be more flexible. This will be explored in 
the Policy Options Paper. 
 

39. As there was a mixed response in relation to using planning policies to extend the 
visitor season, the policy options will set out how this may be achieved and the 
particular benefits this could have. It was however recognised that supporting the 
retention and creation of visitor accommodation should be a priority. With the 
issue of holiday accommodation affordability also raised, market saturation would 
also help with regulating the cost of staying in the Park.  

 
40. With strong support for protecting the Dark Sky Park status of the National Park 

and recognition of its contribution to the local tourism economy all year round, 
emerging policy could offer particular support to businesses that increase 
awareness / enable the experience of the Park’s tranquillity and night skies. 

Minerals and Waste 
 

41. There was broad support for nature conservation as an appropriate after-use for 
restored quarries and also for safeguarding future mineral supplies. This endorses 
the current approach set out in Core Strategy Policy 23. The indicated therefore is 
that policy 23 is still largely fit for purpose. 

 
42. Comments relating to the accessibility of local recycling sites will be used to 

inform the Infrastructure Plan and advocating for the retention of community 
facilities. Nevertheless the provision of these sites, including hours of opening are 
not in the remit of the National Park Authority and will be something that will need 
to be undertaken in partnership with the County Council. 
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Public Notice 

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) 

REGULATIONS 2012 
REGULATION 18: NOTICE OF THE PREPARATION OF THE 

NORTHUMBERLAND NATIONAL PARK LOCAL PLAN. 

On 20th September 2017 the board of Northumberland National Park Authority formally 
approved the Local Plan Options Paper for public consultation. The paper identifies a 
number of potential policy options for the Local Plan. 
 
The Local Plan will include a long-term vision for the National Park and the spatial strategy 
for delivering that vision. When adopted, it will guide development decisions within the 
National Park until 2037 and indicate where new homes and businesses will be located, as 
well as designate areas of the Park that should be protected.  
 
Northumberland National Park Authority is consulting on the Local Plan Options Paper for a 
period from Monday the 16th October until Monday the 11th December 2017. The Options 
Paper along with accompanying documentation will be available from 16th October 2017 on 
the Authority’s website at: www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation  and for public inspection 
during normal opening hours at: 
 
NNPA offices/information points: 

 Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, Northumberland, NE46 1BS 

 The Sill: National Landscape Discovery Centre, Bardon Mill, Hexham, NE47 7AN 

Libraries: 

 Bellingham Library, Bellingham Town Hall, Manchester Square, Bellingham, NE48 2AS 

 Haltwhistle Library, Westgate, Haltwhistle, NE49 0AX 

 Haydon Bridge Library, Church Street, Haydon Bridge, NE47 6JQ 

 Hexham Library, Queens Hall, Beaumont Street, Hexham, NE46 3LS 

 Kielder Library, Kielder Community First School, Kielder, NE48 1HQ 

 Rothbury Library, Front Street, Rothbury, NE65 7TZ 

 Wooler Library, Cheviot Centre, Padgepool Place, Wooler, NE71 6BL 

Library opening times can be found on the mylibrary website at: http://www.mylibrary.co.uk   

A number of ‘drop-in’ public consultation events are being held the details of which will also 
be available from 16th October 2017 on the Authority’s website at: 
http://www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation  

Representations should be received in writing before 5pm Monday 11th December 2017. It 
should be noted that any representations received cannot be treated as confidential and will 
be published by the Authority in accordance with the provisions of the Data Protection Act.  
For more information please call 01434 605555 or write to the Forward Planning Team at: 
NNPA HQ, Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, NE46 1BS or email: localplan@nnpa.org.uk 

http://www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation
http://www.mylibrary.co.uk/
http://www.nnpa.org.uk/localplanconsultation
mailto:localplan@nnpa.org.uk


Have your say with our 
Local Plan Consultation

Date Place

Wed 18th October 2017 Harbottle Village Hall, Harbottle, Morpeth, NE65 7DG

Tue 24th October 2017 Elsdon Village Hall, Elsdon, NE19 1AB

Wed 1st November 2017  Village Hall, Bardon Mill, Hexham, NE47 7DX

Wed 8th November 2017  Cheviot Centre, Padgepool Place, Wooler, NE71 6BL

Wed 15th November 2017 Bellingham Town Hall, Manchester Square, Bellingham, NE48 2AS

Wed 22nd November 2017 Otterburn Memorial Hall, Main Street, Otterburn, NE19 1NP

Wed 29th November 2017 Matthew Ridley Memorial Hall, Falstone, Hexham, NE48 1AA

Wed 6th December 2017 The Sill National Landscape Discovery Centre, Bardon Mill, Hexham, NE47 7AN

www.nnpa.org.uk\localplanconsultation

The aim is to produce a new Local Plan that will guide development and land use 
across Northumberland National Park, including how the environment will be 
conserved and protected, over the next twenty years until 2037.  You now have 
another opportunity to shape how this Plan is starting to evolve. Come along to 
one of our public consultation drop-in events.

All of these events will run from 4.30pm until 8.30pm
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1. Policy Options - Level of response 
 

1.1. In comparison to the attendance at the Issues Paper consultation events (a total of 98 
attendees), the level of attendance at the Policy Options events was lower with a total of 44 
attendees as shown in table 1.   
 

1.2. Correspondingly, the level of written response was also lower. The Policy Options consultation 
saw a total of 18 representations received compared to 27 written representations made 
during the earlier Issues Paper consultation. 
Table 1 – Level of consultation response comparison between Issues Paper and Policy Options consultations 

 Total no. of attendees Average per event No. of written 
representations 

Issues Paper consultation 98 8 27 

Options Paper consultation 44 6 18 

 

1.3. Given that the Authority publicised both consultations as widely as possible, the lower levels 
of response could be due to a number of potential factors:  

 Individuals/organisations were involved in the previous consultation and had no 
further contributions to make. 

 Individuals/organisations were on a whole satisfied with the Authority’s approach. 

 Individuals/organisations not being inclined to take the time required to examine the 
consultation documents.  

 Individuals/organisations did not feel like the consultation was relevant to them. 
 

1.4. Despite the lower response rate, the Authority did receive a number of detailed written 
representations and engaged in several very interesting discussions with event attendees. The 
following section of the report presents an analysis of the representations received.  In order 
to facilitate a combined analysis of both the Issues Paper and Policy Options consultations, the 
thematic headings running through both consultation documents have been used in this 
report1. 
  
   

  

                                                           
1
 Note that the Policy Options Paper introduced a number of proposed spatial objectives and therefore the thematic heading 

covering “Vision and Strategic Priorities” now incorporates feedback in relation to the spatial objectives. 
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2. Policy Options - Feedback 
 
2.1. Approximately three hundred individual comments were made through written 

representations and discussions between event attendees and officers. Figure 1 below shows 

the percentages of comments made in relation to each of the key Local Plan emerging policy 

themes.  
Figure 1 - Proportion of comments by policy theme 

 

 

2.2. Whereas during the Issues Paper consultation issues relating to ‘Community Facilities and 

Infrastructure’ were most commonly raised (21%), the largest proportion (17%) of comments 

made by respondents to the Policy Options consultation related to ‘Housing and 

Employment’.   Comments relating to the ‘Natural Environment’ made up 15% of the Policy 

Options consultation response which was the next most common topic raised. In general, the 

Policy Options paper responses provided a more even range of comments than the Issues 

Paper consultation. 

 

2.3. An additional 10% of comments were fairly generic / related to the entire document (4%), 

related to the introductory Policy Options text (1%) or not directly relevant to the Policy 

Options consultation (5%). 

 

2.4. The following paragraphs conclude the feedback received in relation to each policy theme. 

The National Park Authority’s response to the feedback and suggested potential policy 

implications are provided in appendix 1. 

 

Vision, Strategic Priorities and Spatial Objectives 
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2.5. Whereas only 2% of comments made during the Issues Paper consultation related to the 
Vision and Strategic Priorities, 8% of the Policy Options consultation comments related to 
these proposals, with the additional of the proposed spatial objectives. 
During the Issues Paper consultation, 50% of survey respondents agreed with all of the 
strategic priorities and a further 38% agreed with some but not all. Of the consultees who 
responded to the Policy Options consultation survey, 75% agreed with the strategic priorities 
demonstrating further general agreement.   
 

2.6. Comments in relation to specific strategic priorities included suggestions of minor wording 
changes or the need to clearly define particular phrases, such as ‘cultural qualities’ and 
‘thriving’. Further feedback received included a number of suggestions for other issues or 
potential implications which needed to be considered. 
 

2.7. 56% said that they agreed with the proposed spatial objectives however 22% skipped this 
question. A variety of positive and constructive comments were also received regarding the 
proposed spatial objectives. 
 

2.8. A couple of general comments relating to the spatial priorities and spatial objectives section of 
the Policy Options paper were received including concern over the order of importance and 
the extent to which the two lists overlapped. 

 

Spatial Strategy 
 
2.9. This theme represented 6% of Policy Options consultation comments a smaller proportion 

than the 10% that related to the spatial strategy during the Issues Paper consultation. 
Respondents of the Issues Paper consultation had recognised the need for the Local Plan to 
address the ageing population of the National Park. Consequently the Policy Options Paper set 
out a proposed approach of planning for a dwelling-led scenario that could reverse this trend.    
50% of survey respondents said that they supported this approach with 20% saying they did 
not agree. The remainder did not answer this question.  

 
2.10. It was generally considered that the Local Plan should support the provision of a wide range of 

housing options which meet the needs of older residents. Respondents generally agreed that 
extra-care accommodation is becoming increasingly important. Examples for how this may be 
realised included ‘co-housing’ schemes or encouraging ‘multi-generational’. The importance of 
retaining local facilities that the elderly particularly rely on was also broadly emphasised. It 
was however advised that the Lifetime Homes Standard is no longer applicable. 
 

2.11. The Policy Options Paper also introduced a proposed definition of ‘Sustainable Development’ 
to be carried through the Local Plan. A small number of comments were made in relation to 
the need to ensure this reflects national policy. 

 

2.12. A general agreement for continuing the spatial strategy to ensure new development is 
primarily directed to existing settlements was continued through the Policy Options 
consultation. The Policy Options Paper went on to explore a potential policy approach to the 
conversion of buildings (notably barns and other traditional buildings) outside of settlements. 
30% of survey respondents were silent on this issue, however 40% were in agreement of 
pursuing a criteria-based policy allowing the change of use of buildings outside of settlements 
to low intensity uses. This was considered important to avoid potentially harmful impacts on 
the landscape. There were however concerns in relation to specifying the exact type of 
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developments that would constitute ‘low-intensity’ and ‘high-density’ and that this should still 
be considered on a case by case basis. 

 

2.13. The Issues Paper consultation broadly endorsed continuing with the current policy approach 
to assessing major development in the National Park. The Policy Options consultation 
generated more of a mixed response. Of the individuals/organisations who responded to the 
survey, the same proportion (30%) of respondents said they agreed continuing the approach 
as set out by extant policy 4 as those who disagreed. 30% however did not answer the 
question and 10% did not know. Among those who did not agree with continuing the 
approach most did not give a reason however one individual who did thought that the 
approach was too restrictive. 

 

Community Facilities and Infrastructure 
 
2.14. As previously mentioned, community facilities and infrastructure was the most common topic 

raised during the Issues Paper consultation (21%). In comparison, only 10% of the Policy 
Options comments were in relation to this theme. However, the Policy Options consultation 
feedback did demonstrate further support for the protection of local facilities and many 
respondents raised the issue of the loss of particular facilities in their locality that had been 
lost, or were at threat of being lost. 

 
2.15. Not one survey respondent disagreed with the proposal to continue to support and facilitate 

the provision of new and improved infrastructure (including mobile phone and broadband).  
Some respondents recognised that advocacy through the National Park Authority’s Local Plan, 
Infrastructure Plan and other strategies cannot in itself provide improved infrastructure. 
However, the high-speed broadband roll out planned to reach more settlements in the 
National Park was welcomed. 

 
2.16. As was the case among respondents to the Issues Paper consultation, the potential policy 

approach in relation to renewable energy infrastructure was broadly supported. 64% agreed 
with an approach that would continue to support small-scale renewables whilst restricting 
large-scale renewables. It was suggested however, that what is considered small or large scale 
needed to be clearly defined. A handful of consultees were given confirmation that the 
National Park would be unlikely to be affected by fracking. 

 

2.17. The feedback received largely endorsed the potential approach that would ensure 
development in the National Park is adequately supported by the necessary infrastructure 
(either by requiring the developer to demonstrate that there is already sufficient 
infrastructure, or to be obligated to ensure its provision). 
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Housing and Employment 
  

2.18. The highest proportion of comments (17%) received through the Policy Options consultation 

related to the policy theme of Housing and Employment. This was also well responded to 

during the Issues Paper consultation (18% of comments). Overall respondents indicated that 

the level of need for housing in the National Park would need to be reviewed in further detail. 

However, the majority of them were supportive of a policy approach that would help to 

provide more affordable housing in suitable locations (60% of survey respondents in 

agreement). However, one respondent disagreed with this policy option citing concerns over 

affordable housing viability. 

 

2.19. Respondents broadly supported the provision of housing through community-led and self-

build /custom housebuilding schemes with only one respondent disagreeing without providing 

any reasoning as to why. 

 

2.20. Similar feedback to that which was received during the Issues Paper consultation in relation to 

the restriction of the occupancy of new housing in the National Park to households that are in 

local need was also given by respondents of the Policy Options consultation. The general 

consensus of respondents to both consultations was that it is important to have a local needs 

occupancy clause for new housing with the proviso that this should potentially be more 

flexible. 

 

2.21. Respondents also supported continuing the policy approach to restrict the amount of new 

housing that could be used as second/holiday homes as this would be crucial to the retention 

of local services. One respondent questioned the ability to enforce this. The role of the 

gateway settlements in supporting village services within the National Park was also 

recognised by respondents to both public consultations.  

 

2.22. The responses received to both the Issues Paper and Policy Options public consultations were 

generally supportive of the local plan helping businesses in the Park to thrive and grow. 

Respondents to both consultations emphasised the need to address housing, employment and 

infrastructure issues simultaneously. In particular, it was considered important for planning 

policies to support an increase in the working-age population.   

 

2.23. Consequently respondents were generally in agreement with future planning policies being 

more flexible for the provision of housing that would enable an employee of a business to live 

locally to their place of work (rural workers’ housing). This would suggest that there could be 

support for potentially relaxing the current approach which restricts the conversion of 

buildings outside of settlements to residential use. 

 

2.24. In general, respondents to the Issues Paper consultation were also supportive of making it 

easier for residents to work from home and the feedback from both consultations emphasised 

the need for better broadband and mobile provision to support such an approach. The Policy 

Options paper tested the support for an approach that would allow for the potential provision 

of ‘live/work’ units in suitable locations. 60% of survey respondents supported this option. 
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One respondent thought that such units should not be restricted to existing settlements citing 

the reduction of the need to travel as their rationale. 

 

2.25. The Issues consultation feedback generated support for the development of rural enterprise 

hubs in suitable locations. Although fewer respondents to the Policy Options consultation 

commented on this, 60% supported the option of a criteria-based policy to promote the 

provision of land-based rural enterprises. 

Transport and Access 
 

2.26. Comments relating to the transport and access policy theme accounted for 8% of the Issues 
Paper responses and 3% of the Policy Options consultation responses. Most respondents to 
both consultations were in agreement that future planning policies should where possible 
seek to reduce the amount of trips made by the private car. A handful of individuals also 
thought that the private car would nevertheless remain a preferred travel option given the 
sparse and highly dispersed population pattern of the National Park.  

 
2.27. Respondents to the Issues Paper consultation generally agreed that the Local Plan should 

support more widely available public transport services. Following-on from this, respondents 
to the Policy Options Paper consultation have suggested other potential solutions to this issue 
such as car sharing schemes or community-led transport projects. The potential option to 
continue to pursue a spatial strategy focussing new development within existing settlements 
was also generally supported with one individual disagreeing with this approach citing the 
increased availability of delivery services, for example for groceries as their reasoning.  

 

2.28. In relation to potentially supporting the improved public access on existing tracks used for 
agriculture / forestry, the response to the Issues consultation had been mixed. Only one 
respondent to the Policy Options consultation provided comments regarding this issue and 
raised similar concerns as previously identified in that there could potentially be adverse 
landscape impacts. It was also thought to be crucial that any such development has wider 
public benefit. 

Farming and Estates 
 

2.29. A similar proportion of respondents’ comments for both consultations related to farming and 
estates (7% of Issues Paper feedback and 8% of Policy Options feedback). As reported above 
there was indication from each of the consultations that respondents generally recognised the 
importance of supporting sustainable rural economic growth.   

 
2.30. The feedback received through both consultations demonstrated a broad endorsement of 

continuing to support farm businesses to diversify, through for example permitting the 
conversion of suitable buildings. Most respondents did however also recognise the need to 
manage diversification carefully to ensure there would be no harmful impact on the special 
qualities of the National Park with one individual suggesting that tourism would be the easiest 
sector for farms and estates to diversify into. 

 

2.31. It follows then, that there was broad support from respondents to both consultations for 
greater flexibility in allowing the conversion of redundant farm buildings to more viable uses. 
Feedback from the Policy Options consultation also demonstrated that 50% of respondents 
supported the potential policy option allowing greater flexibility for the conversion of farm 
buildings to residential use, where appropriate.  
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Natural Environment 
 

2.32. A higher proportion of comments relating to the natural environment were received in 
relation to the Policy Options paper (15%) than for the Issues Paper consultation (8%).  70% of 
respondents to the Policy Options survey supported the introduction of a potential criteria-
based policy to protect wildlife, species and habitat networks where appropriate. Further, 
responses received to both consultations show a clear recognition for the importance of 
protecting the natural environment and special qualities of the National Park overall. 

 
2.33. Responses to the Issues Paper consultation showed strong support for the continued 

protection of tranquillity and dark skies which was further endorsed by the Policy Options 
consultation responses received. 50% of respondents agreed with a potential policy option to 
protect the Dark Sky Park designation from inappropriate development.  

 
2.34. The Issues Paper consultation introduced the idea of encouraging and supporting the uptake 

of sustainable land management practices by contributing to ecosystem services. Most of the 
Issues Paper respondents did not make a comment in relation to this however those who did 
were supportive of the proposed approach (31%). Subsequently the Policy Options paper 
tested support for a potential new policy option that would promote the use of natural capital 
assets in the Park and make the most of the associated ecosystem services benefits. 50% of 
survey respondents endorsed this approach. Further detailed comments provided 
constructive feedback in relation to particular aspects of taking an ecosystems services 
approach, for example the need to consider: the roles of ground water and the health, social 
and cultural wellbeing of local communities. 

 

2.35.  The positive role that forestry and woodland plays socially, environmentally and economically 
was recognised by a small number of respondents to the Issues Paper consultation. However, 
a small number of respondents to the Policy Options consultation highlighted some of the 
negative impacts that afforestation can have on the natural environment.  Nevertheless, while 
half of the Policy Options survey respondents did not comment on the proposal to continue 
the approach to woodland creation and protection as set out in policy 22, most of those who 
did respond (40%) supported the preferred approach as set out. 

 

2.36. With regards to flood risk, the majority (70%) of respondents to the Policy Options 
consultation supported the preferred approach to amend the existing policy approach to 
reflect updated national policy and guidance which would potentially promote the use of 
sustainable rural drainage schemes (RSUDS). This reiterated the broad support for policies 
that would reduce/mitigate downstream and other potential flood risk, including RSUDS, 
which was demonstrated through the previous consultation. There were also a couple of 
comments received supporting the potential opportunities that sustainable rural drainage 
schemes could provide for habitat and species network creation. 

Historic Environment 
 

2.37. A similar proportion of comments relating to the historic environment were made during both 
consultations (6% of Issues Paper feedback and 7% of Policy Options feedback). Respondents 
to both consultations generally endorsed an approach that could potentially be more flexible 
in enabling the re-development and re-use of heritage assets (including Listed Buildings). One 
other respondent thought that restriction in terms of location may not be necessary and also 
that policy may need to be more prescriptive to set out what would be defined as “isolated”. 
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2.38. The Issues Paper consultation feedback demonstrated some agreement (44%) that 
conversions of Listed Buildings should be allowed but any such development would need to be 
sensitive to the character of the building. A small number of people thought a more restrictive 
approach was needed.  

 
2.39. Following on from this, the Policy Options Paper sought feedback in relation to a few different 

options. 60% of survey respondents said that they would support a criteria-based policy that 
would enable the re-development and re-use of heritage assets where appropriate and a 
further 60% said they would be supportive a policy approach which encourages the re-use of 
buildings at risk with a more flexible approach to new uses.  

 

2.40. However, more of a mixed response was received in relation to the potential option of policy 
being more permissive in allowing a change to other uses (including residential). Only 40% of 
those who responded to the survey said they would support this approach. A particular 
concern included the potential risk of “eye sores”. 70% however, agreed with including a 
potential policy that would secure the optimum viable use for historic/traditional farm 
buildings. Further, half of respondents agreed with a potential policy to permit and encourage 
work to improve the energy performance of heritage assets. Again, it was largely emphasised 
that any such conversion work would need to be consistent with, or least harmful to, the 
character and appearance of the buildings affected and their wider setting. 

 

2.41. The Policy Options consultation also introduced an option around a specific criteria-based 
policy that would protect non-designated heritage assets as well as those that are designated. 
This proposal was generally well received (50% of survey respondents supporting and only 
10% not supporting). One individual raised particular concerns in that non-designated assets 
should not be afforded the same level of protection as those designated.  

 

2.42. 40% of the Policy Options survey respondents agreed with the proposed preferred option of 
following Historic England’s guidance when assessing proposals for enabling development. 
Whereas a further 40% did not provide an answer for this/did not know, a couple of 
respondents disagreed. The main reason for disagreement was that it was not considered 
appropriate that this should be incorporated into planning policy as such, given that enabling 
development principles should only be applied on exception, where a proposal would not be 
in accordance with the development plan.  The redevelopment / reuse of heritage assets may 
consequently only be allowed if they met an identified local need.  

 

2.43. The feedback received through both consultations demonstrated broad support for continuing 
a policy approach that ensures all development in the National Park, including conversions, 
would be sympathetic to the local character and vernacular. A couple of respondents thought 
that providing examples of good design was important, and with another respondent 
particularly emphasising the need to ensure that traditional materials, such as timber window 
frames were used. This opinion was contradicted by another respondent that commented 
that the additional costs involved in using traditional building materials could significantly 
raise development costs thereby negatively affecting the viability of a scheme.  A handful of 
respondents to the Issues Paper consultation demonstrated some support for more innovative 
design with the caveat that this would need to be rigorously assessed on a case-by-case basis.   
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Leisure and Tourism 
 

2.44. 6% of the Issues Paper consultation comments raised issues regarding leisure and tourism but 
for the Policy Options consultation this was a higher proportion of the overall comments 
received (11%). 

 
2.45. Both consultations demonstrated broad support for the conversion of under-used or 

redundant buildings to holiday accommodation in suitable locations (60% of the respondents 
to the Policy Options survey agreed with this potential policy option). Respondents to the 
Policy Options survey also demonstrated strong support for the proposals that would seek to 
support the provision and retention of tourism accommodation in the National Park.  60% of 
survey respondents agreed with a potential criteria-based policy that would allow the 
provision of new sustainable self-catering visitor accommodation in suitable locations where 
appropriate. A further 60% supported the option of a criteria based policy to allow camping in 
suitable locations where appropriate. 

 
2.46. Nevertheless, some more detailed feedback on the Policy Options Paper included the 

following concerns. A couple of respondents identified a potential need to monitor cumulative 
impacts over time of allowing development in the open countryside, one of which did not 
support any more tourism development. Further, although one respondent thought that the 
types of activities and accommodation which are encouraged would need to contribute to the 
conserving and enhancing of the special qualities, another respondent thought that a wider 
variety of accommodation types should be supported. 

 

Minerals and Waste 
 

2.47. 4% of the Issues Paper consultation comments and a similarly small proportion (5%) of the 
Policy Options Paper feedback received related to the theme of minerals and waste. 

 
2.48. Respondents of both consultations were largely in support of continuing a policy that would 

safeguard minerals supplies by restricting development in appropriate locations so that the 
land is not sterilised by other potential development.  Arguments for the creation of jobs and 
the benefits of providing local building materials for local developments were made however 
there were also concerns of potential traffic, noise and other environmental impacts. 

 

2.49. Feedback received in relation to waste management largely endorsed the proposed approach 
of continuing to restrict large-scale waste facilities in the National Park whilst supporting the 
provision of smaller scale local recycling facilities.  
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Policy Options - Broad Conclusions 
 
Vision, Strategic Priorities and Spatial Objectives 
Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 Predominant support for using the same 
vision as the National Park Management Plan 
2016-2021. 10 respondents agreed (63%), 5 
agreed but with some comments for 
amendment (31%), 6% made no comment. 

 Further general agreement with the strategic 
priorities (75%) with some comments in relation 
to wording, definitions, order of importance and 
the need to consider other issues/potential 
implications. 

 One individual thought there was too much 
overlapping between the strategic priorities and 
spatial objectives. 

 Support noted. There is intentionally 
some overlapping between the strategic 
priorities and spatial objectives as the 
achievement of each of these is 
interdependent.  

 A general agreement with the strategic 
priorities. 10 respondents in support of all + 5 
only agreeing with some but not one 
respondent disagreed. 
  A variety of positive and constructive comments 

in relation to the proposed spatial objectives. 
56% of respondents in agreement.  

 Comments have been noted and will 
inform policy development of the 
correspondent themes. 

 
Spatial Strategy 
Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 New development should still be focused 
towards existing settlements that are served 
by community facilities and public transport.  
Among survey respondents 38% skipped the 
question, 38% agreed, 13% agreed but with 
some relaxation, 6% disagreed and 6% 
suggested another approach. Overall, 21 
respondents were supportive of the 
approach while 2 were not supportive and a 
further 2 mentioned the declining 
community facilities in the named 

 Some indication that more flexibility could be 
afforded to the provision of new development 
outside of settlements. 
For example for housing: While 4 respondents 
agreed with continuing to focus housing 
provision in existing settlements, 2 disagreed 
one of which felt very strongly about being 
more flexible.  
 
1 respondent questioned why extant policy 8 
restricted the development of new community 

 NNPA notes that respondents have 
broadly been in favour of retaining a 
policy approach that focuses new 
development to locations best served by 
facilities and services. 

 

 Responses indicate that managing the 
location of development is to some 
extent still necessary. 

 Emerging policy could potentially 



APPENDIX 12 

settlements. 
However there could be more flexibility for 
developing existing buildings outside of 
settlements provided there is sufficient 
infrastructure in place to support this. Among 
survey respondents 38% skipped the 
question, 31% agreed, 19% agreed with 
proviso, 13% thought a case by case basis 
was necessary. 
 
In relation to farm steadings being defined as 
a settlement, most survey respondents (38%) 
did not have an opinion on this however 
there was an equal proportion (25%) of those 
who agreed and those who did not agree 
(25%). 
 

facilities to existing settlements and therefore 
disagreed with continuing such an approach. 

introduce physical settlement 
boundaries. 

 Policy is likely to need to remain 
supportive of conversions outside of 
settlements to employment use but could 
explore extending this to residential with 
potential criteria.  

 It may be that more flexibility for new 
build development outside of settlements 
is afforded subject to criteria such as the 
need to provide extra business space; 
housing for rural workers or people in 
local affordable housing need; or 
succession farm dwellings.  

 For other potential changes of use of 
buildings outside of settlements, NNPA 
may need to review what is considered to 
be low intensity or high intensity.  

 General agreement with a potential criteria-
based policy that allows the change of use of 
buildings outside of settlements to low intensity 
uses whilst restricting high intensity uses.  
Enough flexibility should be afforded, and the 
particular location should be considered, when 
determining what constitutes low/high 
intensity. Broadly the opinion of 3 respondents.  
2 respondents demonstrated support for 
allowing farm steadings to be considered a 
settlement. 

 The current approach to Major Development 
in the National Park is generally considered 
appropriate, with some support for a more 
restrictive approach. Majority skipped this 
question but 2 respondents agreed and 3 
thought more restriction was needed. 

 Less of a general consensus on the proposal to 
continue the approach to assess major 
development as set out in extant policy. (30% 
agreed with continuing approach as per policy 
4. 30% disagreed. 30% skipped the question. 
10% did not know).  Fewer respondents offered 
a reason, however some extent of suggestion 
that the approach is too restrictive. 1 individual 
said this.  

 With quite a mix in response to the issue 
of major development, NNPA may need 
to look to other National Park Authorities 
to help inform a judgement as to how 
restrictive to be when determining what 
would be considered major and how this 
should be assessed. 

  Wide-ranging discussions regarding potential 
approaches to planning for an ageing 
population. Recognition that some people as 
they get older will wish to remain at home or in 
close proximity to their local community (1 
respondent). Potential to explore how the Local 

 NNPA needs to continue to work closely 
with Northumberland County Council to 
develop policies that will ensure the 
housing and social care needs of the 
older population are met as well as 
facilitating the growth of a working age 
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Plan may support the provision of extra-care 
models such as ‘co-housing’  (1 respondent’s 
comment) or ‘multi-generational’ housing 
(supported by 2 respondents). Emphasised 
importance of local community facilities in this 
regard. (3 respondents) 

population. 

 Policies will need to continue to support 
development such as home 
adaptations/extensions or garden 
annexes. 

 Policy may also need to be flexible 
enough to allow the provision of extra-
care / sheltered accommodation in 
suitable locations.  

Community Facilities and Infrastructure 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 The vast majority of respondents agreed 
that, together with the provision of housing 
and employment opportunities, community 
facilities are vital to sustain local 
communities within the National Park. 

 The importance of community facilities and local 
services was further emphasised and concern 
expressed regarding the loss of particular local 
facilities. (11 individuals – comments received 
regarding infrastructure such as 
broadband/mobile reception/electricity etc. are 
counted in conclusions below) 

 The role of visitors and tourism in helping to 
support some local facilities such as cafes and 
churches was also recognised. 3 individuals  

 NNPA recognises that this continues to 
be of importance to local residents and 
businesses.  
See further comments below regarding 
potential means of addressing this issue. 

 General support for encouraging small scale 
renewable energy generation which would 
not adversely affect the National Park's 
special qualities, and which could provide 
electricity to off-grid properties. 
75% of survey respondents thought that 
policies should support micro-renewable 
energy generation in suitable locations to 
connect off-grid properties. 

 Further agreement with supporting small-scale 
renewables whilst restricting large-scale 
renewables.  
64% agreed with potential for revising current 
policy as set out in question 14. 9% disagreed, 
27% did not answer. 
74% agreed with a proposed policy relating to 
schemes generating energy from renewables as 
set out in question 15. 27% skipped the 
question. 

 NNPA recognises that the current policy 
approach is broadly considered 
appropriate. Feedback in relation to the 
potential approach to particular 
technologies will be considered, together 
with further consideration on the 
distinction between small- and large-
scale renewable energy developments.  
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There is a concurrent need to improve the 
energy efficiency of buildings, particularly of 
housing, in the National Park. (3 respondents) 

 A general agreement that both broadband 
and mobile reception coverage is variable 
but in some locations inadequate and this 
should be a key priority for the National Park 
Authority to address through the Local Plan 
and other means. 
31 related comments with an additional 12 
respondents providing suggestions for how 
this could be addressed (see full Consultation 
Feedback Report, Spring 2017 for more 
details) 

 The provision of better mobile and broadband 
services remained an important issue. (8+ 
respondents) The need for a joined up 
approach, through advocating and partnership 
working with the county council and 
infrastructure providers, was recognised. 3 
respondents. Avoidance of adverse landscape 
impact of new and improved 
telecommunications infrastructure also deemed 
important. 3 comments. 
Suggestion that providing mains electricity to 
properties not connected should be prioritised 
(3 respondents).  

 NNPA recognises that our planning 
policies will need to be supportive of the 
provision of telecommunications 
infrastructure.  

 NNPA will also need to continue to work 
closely with the County Council and the 
relevant infrastructure providers. 

 General support for using a more explicit 
planning obligation-based approach, as 
necessary to gain infrastructure provision 
needed to support new developments. 
 
44% development outside of the National 
Park which has an impact within the Park – 
developer should be expected to pay for 
works to reduce that impact (6% - no another 
approach is need, 50% skipped). 
 
Also the opinion of 5 respondents that more 
funding should be provided by the 
government. 

 Respondents mostly supportive of an approach 
which requires proposals to demonstrate that 
there would be adequate infrastructure in place 
to support the development. 50% agreed, 10% 
disagreed, 10% did not know, 30% skipped 
question. The need to take into account viability 
was recognised. 1 individual. Further liaison with 
the County Council in respect of potentially 
gaining infrastructure provision in the National 
Park through obligations of developments 
permitted in gateway settlements and adjoining 
parishes. 

 Some more specific comments were made by 
statutory consultees such as the Environment 
Agency/Natural England, regarding how specific 
infrastructure (e.g. foul drainage/ground water) 
should be managed. 4 comments  

 Potential approaches to ensuring 
development proposals would be served 
by adequate infrastructure could include 
requiring this is provided as part of the 
development or securing this provision 
through a financial agreement via section 
106. 

 Northumberland County Council’s 
response on this matter was welcomed. 
It is noted that the council is not 
currently pursuing CIL but were happy to 
have further discussion on infrastructure 
provision and maintenance. 

 All comments made by statutory 
consultees will be taken into account 
when formulating the draft policies. 
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  Mixed response to having a policy that would 
cover the potential designation of Local Green 
Space in appropriate locations. 30% agreed, 30% 
disagreed, 10% did not know, 30% skipped 
question. This may not be necessary with the 
National Park designation already providing 
significant protection. (2 respondents). 

 During the Policy Options consultation 
NNPA also invited nominations for areas 
of local green space and one submission 
was received. 

 The North York Moors NPA has 
recognised that having a single Local 
Green Space designation may not be 
appropriate in a National Park. NNPA 
may wish to take a similar approach to 
the North York Moors in identifying 
Important Undeveloped Spaces and 
Community Spaces. This approach seeks 
to avoid duplicate protection of spaces 
such as areas of common land and 
designated village greens however is pro-
active in steering development away 
from more sensitive undeveloped spaces 
considered inappropriate for 
development. 

Housing and Employment 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 There is not considered to be much local 
'pressure'/demand for housing, with some 
respondents stating that they thought there 
was no pressure for any development in their 
local area.  
Pressure for productive forestry / woodland 
(x2 respondents) 
Housing (1), Affordable housing (1) 
No pressure (4) 

 Mixed response with regards to the perceived 
level of demand for housing in various locations 
throughout the National Park. 
Rochester PC – there could be capacity for more 
family housing (2 more additional families) 
Alwinton PC (+ 1 other individual) – no local 
demand for housing. 
One other respondent believed there is a 
greater housing need than the 29 households as 
identified in the SHMA. 

 The Objectively Assessed Need figure as 
set out in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment produced in May 2017 was 
informed by 2014 based Sub-National 
Population Projections. Whilst this 
remains the most up to date data set and 
can be considered a robust evidence 
base for housing need in the National 
Park, the government is proposing to 
change the means by which O.A.N is 
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assessed for Local Plans and therefore it 
may be that an updated SHMA is 
required. 

 There is general support for provision of a 
range of small-scale affordable housing (14 
respondents) for local people that meet a 
local need (8 respondents). 
 

 A potential criteria-based policy to provide 
affordable housing in suitable locations where 
appropriate and viable was largely endorsed. 
60% agreed, 10% disagreed, 30% skipped 
question. 
General support for a potential policy that 
supports the provision of community-led 
housing/ self-build and custom housebuilding in 
suitable locations. 50% agreed, 10% disagreed, 
10% did not know and 30% did not answer. 

 The need for affordable housing that 
meets local needs has been evidenced 
through the SHMA / Housing Needs 
Survey and the provision of which is a 
key objective of the National Park 
Management Plan. 

 Nevertheless, current policy which 
requires all housing sites of at least 2 
units / 0.1ha to provide 50% of the units 
as affordable housing has not delivered 
any affordable housing over the current 
plan period.  

 Consequently policy may need to be 
more flexible with potentially supporting 
development that proposes to provide 
affordable housing off-site, perhaps in a 
neighbouring gateway settlement. 
A viability assessment will be required to 
further inform emerging policy. 

 Potentially less restrictive as regards to 
the location of self-build or custom 
housebuilding schemes in line with the 
emerging spatial strategy and where 
need for this is evidenced through for 
example the Self and Custom 
Housebuilding Register. 

 Continue to support existing, and the 
establishment of new, Community Land 
Trusts which could deliver small schemes 
of affordable housing. 
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 Approach to providing local needs housing is 
generally considered about right (6 
respondents), with more indication that the 
criteria may be too restrictive rather than not 
restrictive enough (6 respondents). 

 Further support for more flexibility in respect of 
a local needs occupancy clause on new housing. 
70% agreed with proposal to revise local needs 
criteria as set out in question 23 (remainder 
skipped the question).  

 Potential to have a more flexible local 
needs connection test which includes the 
rest of parishes split by the National Park 
boundary and in exceptional 
circumstances gateway settlements. 

 Support for ensuring the permanent 
occupation of housing stock where necessary 
to keep a critical mass of a year-round 
community, crucial to the retention of 
community facilities and services. (7 
respondents) 

 Further support for this approach.  3 
respondents with one  questioning how 
continual occupation could be enforced) 

 Continue current approach to new 
housing development which ensures 
these are not available for second or 
holiday homes.  

 Some concern over the number of holiday 
homes being too high in particular locations 
(5 respondents) with a support for a principal 
occupancy clause being applied if holiday 
homes were permitted to change their use to 
become permanent residences. 

 Recognition and support for gateway 
settlements helping to meet the identified 
housing need provided that this development 
helped to fund the provision of infrastructure 
and services in settlements within the 
National Park. 5 respondents 

 The role of the gateway settlements to the 
National Park was again recognised. 3 
respondents 

 NNPA will continue to work with the 
County Council to explore how some of 
the housing need of the National Park 
could potentially be delivered in the 
gateway settlements.  

 The socio-economic links between the 
gateway settlements and communities in 
the National Park is recognised and could 
provide strong reasoning for a relaxed 
local needs occupancy which supports 
residents of gateway settlements to 
move into the National Park. 

 The Local Plan should be supportive of 
increasing employment opportunities / 
sustainable economic development within 

 Further emphasis of the positive role that 
planning policies must play in encouraging 
development that will support sustainable 

 Potential to be supportive new build 
‘live-work’ units within local centres and 
smaller villages. 
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the National Park. At least 23 comments to 
this effect. 

economic growth.  
Also further recognition of the need to 
simultaneously address housing, employment 
and infrastructure to achieve this.  
 
Potential criteria-based policies that would 
support the provision of both rural workers’ 
housing (50% agreed/30% skipped question/ 
20% disagreed – one of which claimed the 
approach was not aligned with NPPF, rather 
PPS7 and PPG7) and live/work units (60% agreed 
/ 30% skipped question and 1 respondent 
disagreed) in suitable locations were largely 
endorsed.  
 

 Potential to provide more support for 
rural land based businesses to convert 
buildings outside of settlements to 
housing where there is a need for a 
worker to live closer to the business. 

 Further criteria for such a policy will need 
to be explored in more detail.  

 Although forestry practice is not directly 
controlled through the planning system, 
there is a potential to be more flexible in 
supporting farm-based businesses to 
diversify (see Farming and Estates 
section) 

 Policy should be supportive of proposals 
for rural enterprise hubs in locations 
within, or on the edge of, local centres.  
Potential for such premises outside of 
settlements may need to be subject to 
there being sufficient infrastructure. 

 Sustainable land use sectors i.e. forestry, 
farming and tourism have the most capacity 
to influence the special qualities of the 
National Park and therefore should be 
adequately supported where possible 
through the Local Plan. (23 respondents) 

 Need to explore new ways of supporting 
businesses and provide more jobs (e.g. 
supporting rural enterprise hubs or other 
shared infrastructure for small to medium 
sized enterprises). (4 respondents) 

 Recognition of the inter-relationship between 
the provision of infrastructure, housing and 
employment opportunities. 

 Recognition of the need to boost the number 
of working-age residents within the National 
Park in order to address the issue of an 
ageing population and that this would be 
difficult to achieve. 10 comments 

 Further recognition of the need to address the 
issue of an ageing population was continued 
through the Policy Options consultation. As set 
out in the broad conclusions of the spatial 
strategy feedback, it was recognised that an 
approach that supports the provision of a wide 
range of housing options for the older 
population was needed.  
Respondents showed strong support (70%) for a 
criteria-based policy that would support the 
provision of elderly accommodation, and 
particularly “extra-care” options.   

 See potential policy implications of an 
ageing population on page 15. 

 Additionally being more supportive 
business needs (in terms of tied housing, 
enterprise hubs, diversification) should 
contribute to supporting a potential 
increase of a working-age population.  
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Transport and Access 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 Effort should be made to reduce dependence 
on the private car / encourage the use of 
more sustainable forms of transport. (18 
comments) 

 Further agreement with supporting more 
options which would reduce trips made by the 
private car, particularly among visitors. 4 
respondents 
1 individual thought that this would not be 
possible. 

 With public transport recognised as becoming 
decreasingly viable, discussions and written 
feedback started to centre on the need to move 
towards more innovative solutions for example, 
community-led transport / car sharing. 4 
respondents. Policy should also reflect matters 
such as electric vehicle charging. 1 respondent. 

 Spatial strategy and transport policy should be 
linked to ensure development is focused in 
locations accessible to local facilities (3 
respondents), whilst restricting development 
that would generate excessive traffic on quiet 
rural roads (1 respondent) 
1 individual disagreed. 

 NNPA recognises that public transport 
options in the National Park are 
somewhat limited, and private car usage 
is high.  

 Continuing with a broad approach that 
encourages development to occur within 
settlements could in part address these 
issues. 

 However continued work with the county 
council, as the Local Transport Authority, 
is necessary to advocate for improved 
transport infrastructure, including public 
transport. This will require a holistic 
approach which considers the role of the 
wider transport network and access to 
and from the larger towns in the county 
and beyond.  

 NNPA will also work closely with local 
communities, for example through Parish 
Councils, to explore how it can support 
the promotion of community-led 
transport solutions. 

 The provision of a better and more widely 
available public transport service should be 
supported through the Local Plan. (11 
respondents) 

 Support for the upgrading and maintenance 
of existing access tracks to improve public 
access (38% of survey respondents), however 
some concern that this could potentially 
impact on the landscape and that some of 
the tracks could potentially be unsuitable for 
walkers as they were originally designed for 

 Similar concern expressed but generally 
supported if in the wider public interest. (1 
respondent) 

 NNPA could either explore a potential 
criteria-based policy for assessing 
proposed works to existing tracks or 
assess such proposals on a case by case 
basis. 
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vehicular use. (5 respondents) 

 Support for policies that would potentially 
increase opportunities for people to 
participate in cycling activity. (4 respondents) 

 Further support for maximising opportunities 
for encouraging walking and cycling. (3 
respondents) Suggestion of an opportunity to 
support a new cycling route in Redesdale (1 
respondent). 
 

 The NNPA Infrastructure Plan recognises 
that there is already good capacity in 
terms of public rights of way and open 
countryside. Nevertheless policy should 
continue to protect such amenity and 
encourage the creation of new access 
routes, especially to support the 
objective to increase the number of trips 
made by walking and cycling. 

 Potential impacts (positive and negative) 
of development on the public rights of 
way network should continue to be 
considered. 

Farming and Estates 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 General support for the Local Plan enabling 
agricultural businesses to diversify more 
easily. (9 respondents + 5 who agreed but 
specifically mentioned that strict controls will 
be need) 

 Significant further support for ensuring that 
planning policies remain flexible in enabling 
farms to diversify (60% agreed, 40% skipped 
question) but that consideration must be given 
to conserving and enhancing the special 
qualities of the National Park. (5 respondents) 
Tourism is likely to be one of the most 
appropriate sectors to diversify into. 1 
respondent. 

 It is recognised that the National Park has 
already seen an extent of diversification 
of local agricultural businesses. In the 
current economic climate this is 
considered a positive means to support 
businesses in realising extra funding 
streams. 

 Nevertheless diversification needs to be 
carefully managed, to ensure that the 
expansion of businesses ideally 
contributes further to the conserving and 
enhancing of the landscape and 
environment, but most importantly does 
not have a damaging effect. 

 Potential policy could require a legal 



APPENDIX 12 

agreement which ensures the new 
business activity is tied to the agricultural 
operation. 
Ideally the agriculture element of the 
business will remain the predominant 
enterprise. 

 Some comments received regarding the 
potential to explore different management 
regimes such as removing stock and allowing 
vegetation to develop without grazing (re-
wilding).  

 No further comments.   It should be noted that this is an issue 
that is outside the control of the planning 
system. 

 The impact of Brexit is uncertain - mixed 
response as to whether this could be positive 
or negative for the agricultural sector. (3 
respondents made mention) 

 Potential impacts of Brexit were also raised in 
this round of consultation. 5 respondents 

 At the current stage of Brexit 
negotiations the extent of influence on 
emerging planning policies is limited. 

 Strong support for allowing change of use of 
redundant farm buildings. (10 respondents + 
see detailed comments in Consultation 
Feedback Report) 

 Supporting the conversions of agricultural 
buildings, particularly for holiday 
accommodation, was also generally supported 
through the Policy Options consultation.  3 
respondents (1 of which thought that such 
accommodation should be near to existing 
services). 

 Some indication of support for more flexibility in 
allowing the change of use of farm buildings to 
residential. 5 respondents agreed. Suggested 
caveats: only if affordable and meet a local need 
(1); be less restrictive in terms of location (1); 
enabling development reference not required 
(1). 

 Current policy already provides support 
for the conversion of farm buildings 
outside of settlements to employment 
use. Potential to continue this approach. 

 In terms of allowing more flexibility for 
the change of use of redundant farm 
buildings to residential, potential 
landscape impacts will need to be 
considered. Policy could potentially 
continue to restrict such development in 
isolated locations but be more flexible if 
the development formed part of a group 
of existing buildings.    

  Support for a criteria-based policy to promote 
the provision of land-based rural enterprises in 
suitable locations where appropriate. 60% 
agreed, 40% skipped the question. 
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Natural Environment 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 Strong support for greater protection of 
areas of tranquillity and dark skies. (17 
respondents) 

 Support was continued through the Policy 
Options Consultation with recognition of the 
positive link between dark skies and year-round 
tourism.  
50% agreed with a policy to protect the 
designation from inappropriate development. 
20% disagreed. 30% skipped the question.  
2 respondents with specific comments. 
Some concern over additional costs to ensure 
developments meet Dark Skies requirements. 1 
respondent 

 Extant policy 19 is currently used 
regularly by DM Officers. It requires 
proposals to be assessed in terms of the 
impact on; levels of noise, traffic and 
light generated as a result of the 
development; the sense of openness of 
the NP; and the quiet enjoyment of the 
landscape.  

 Potential to continue this approach but 
also provide further support for 
development that would enhance 
particularly dark skies and tranquillity.  

 General support for a high level of 
environmental protection including taking an 
ecosystems approach in planning policies (10 
comments), however some uncertainty 
around what this means (2 individuals). 

 Further support with some specific feedback 
related to ensuring policy incorporates every 
aspect of the ecosystem approach. 4 
respondents  
This is a potentially unattainable objective (1 
respondent) 

 This feedback will be taken into account 
when developing how an ecosystems 
approach will be embedded into the 
Local Plan.  

 NNPA is currently working with Alistair 
Scott Northumbria University and this 
academic research is likely to further 
inform policy development. 

 Also take into account the proposed 
approach in chapter 8 of the county 
council’s plan (however now withdrawn) 

 Recognition for the role that forestry and 
woodland, in appropriate locations, takes in 
assisting in flood control and generally 
improving the environment (7 comments, 
including representations from ConFor and 
Egger). 

 Some extent of negativity in relation to the 
impact of forestry on the natural environment, 
e.g. on the landscape, wildlife habitats etc. (3 
respondents) 40% of survey respondents said 
that they agreed with continuing the approach 
set out in policy 22 while only 10% disagreed. 

 Potential to retain approach to assessing 
development in relation to forestry and 
woodland. However it should be noted 
that forestry practice itself is not within 
the control of the planning system.  

 Continue working in partnership with the 
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Half of respondents either did not know or did 
not answer this question. 

Forestry Commission. 

 Support for policies that would 
reduce/mitigate downstream and other 
potential flood risk (20 comments) including 
the encouragement of using Rural 
Sustainable Drainage Systems (RSuDS) (4 
respondents). 

 Significant support for revising or replacing 
extant policy 27 with a criteria based policy that 
reflects updated national policy and guidance 
(including sustainable rural drainage systems) 
70% of respondents agreed with the remainder 
having skipped the question. 
Some location specific comments made relating 
to impact of / potential for flooding.  2 
respondents 
Potential emphasised for encouraging 
opportunities to enhance the habitat and 
species network / green infrastructure alongside 
incorporating such schemes into new 
developments. 2 respondents 

 Potential for policy to continue to ensure 
developments are directed to locations 
with the lowest flood risk. 

 Policy could require proposals to provide 
a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment, 
where appropriate. 

 Policy could also continue to promote 
the use of sustainable drainage schemes. 

 Support for incorporating an eco-system 
services approach in managing future 
development within the National Park. (10 
comments) 

 Further support. 4 respondents.  See relevant comments in row 2 above. 

 
Historic Environment 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 Protection of the National Park's historic 
environment should remain a key element of 
the Local Plan. 

 Continued emphasis on this importance. 1  Support noted. See particular policy 
implications in rows below. 

 Mixed response as to whether the Local Plan 
should be more, or less, flexible in enabling 
heritage assets, such as Listed buildings, to be 
developed for other uses in the future. 
Only 6% of survey respondents (8 individuals) 

 Although the enabling development principles 
as set out by Historic England were generally 
supported, it was broadly considered that this 
should not be a component of local plan policy 
given that enabling development is 

 NNPA welcomes the feedback from 
Historic England in relation to ‘Enabling 
Development’.  

 As advised by Historic England, the 
authority will need to be aware of the 
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said they agreed with allowing listed buildings 
to be converted in order to prevent their loss. 
A further 38% agreed but with some proviso 
(predominantly relating to making sure such 
works are done sensitively). The remainder 
56% skipped the question or made no 
comment however 4 individuals 
demonstrated support for a generally more 
restrictive approach. 

development that is not otherwise in 
accordance with policy. (2 respondents 
including Historic England) 
Mixed response in relation to a potential 
approach that is more permissive of new uses of 
heritage assets, including residential. 40% 
agreed, 20% did not agree however 30% did not 
answer this question and 10% did not know. 
With regards to affording non-designated assets 
protection under a criteria-based policy, 50% of 
survey respondents agreed with this approach, 
however specific comments made by Historic 
England suggest how the proposed policy 
approach should align with NPPF Para 139. One 
other individual thought that reasoning and 
evidence on which the basis to extend 
protection to non-designated assets should be 
provided.  
 

potential to revert to enabling 
development principles in exceptional 
cases, however this does not need to be 
a component of Local Plan policy. 

 Develop a suitably worded policy that 
gives some extent of flexibility for the 
development of listed buildings and 
other designated assets in line with 
national policy. See also Historic 
England’s Good Practice Advice. 

 Look to national policy and guidance 
together with other NPA approaches to 
determine the most appropriate 
approach to non-designated assets. 
 

 General consensus that design of 
development should respond to local 
vernacular (8 respondents) whilst allowing for 
some innovation which would be rigorously 
assessed on a case by case basis (7 
respondents).  

 This remains important. 6 respondents. 
Suggestion for the need to provide definition / 
examples of ‘good design’. 2 respondents. 
One respondent made mention to the 
additional costs involved when having to use 
traditional materials, i.e. stone / timber window 
frames.  

 NNPA will continue to use the Design 
Guide SPD and consider its review if 
necessary. 

 Wider promotion of the SPD may be 
necessary. 

Leisure and Tourism 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 General support for ensuring policies make it 
more difficult to permit the loss of visitor 
accommodation (44% agreed, 19% of these 

 Broad support for including a criteria-based 
policy to allow the conversion of under-used or 
redundant buildings to holiday accommodation 

 Potential to continue approach which 
supports the conversion of existing 
buildings to tourism accommodation.  

https://content.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/heag180-gpa3-setting-heritage-assets.pdf/
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with proviso, the remainder did not answer 
this question)  (including support generally 
for a more flexible approach to allowing 
under-used agricultural buildings to be 
converted to holiday accommodation) (6 
respondents). 

in suitable locations where appropriate 
(particularly in relation to dark skies tourism). 
(60% agreed, 10% disagreed, 30% did not 
answer the question) 
 
 

 Provide particular support for farm 
diversification schemes that would 
support the local tourism economy, while 
conserving and enhancing the landscape. 

 Importance of increasing visitors to the 
National Park and support for having 
provision in the Local Plan which can help to 
make the Park an all-year-round destination. 

 Mixed response to a plan approach that 
would make provision for Sill 'satellite' 
developments. 3 individuals disagreed, 2 
respondents agreed (1 of which mentioned 
viability), 1 further individual thought that 
this was something that had already been 
promised 

 No further comments.  This is currently being explored by NNPA. 

  Fairly strong support for including a criteria-
based policy that would allow camping in 
suitable locations where appropriate. (60% 
agreed, 10% disagreed, 30% did not answer the 
question) 

 A potential new policy could be 
introduced that supports small-scale 
tented camp sites, in locations well 
related to settlements. 

Minerals and Waste 

Broad conclusions from the Issues Paper 
Consultation 

Broad conclusions from the Policy Options 
Consultation 

NNPA response / Potential Policy Implications 

 Generally supportive response to 
encouraging nature conservation as an 
appropriate after-use for restored quarries.  
Although the majority of respondents did not 
answer the question 19% agreed as opposed 
to 13% who disagreed. 

 No further comments.  The Local Plan could require proposals 
for restored to be assessed on a case by 
case basis or provide a criteria-based 
policy that would support nature 
conservation. 

 Safeguarding future minerals supplies in the  Largely supportive response to including a policy  Potential to continue policy approach 
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National Park is considered appropriate, 
particularly when it would cover minerals 
needed to conserving and enhancing the local 
built environment. (6 respondents agreed, 1 
disagreed) 

to safeguard mineral supplies by restricting 
development in appropriate locations so that 
the land is not sterilised by other potential 
development.  55% agreed, 9% disagreed, 9% 
did not know and 27% did not answer the 
question. 

 However there was a mixed response to 
including a criteria-based policy which could 
potentially allow for new quarries or the 
extension of existing quarries (45% agreed, 18% 
disagreed while 9% did not know and the 
remainder 27% skipped the question)  
Concerns of increased traffic / noise / 
environmental impacts (2 respondents) were 
argued to be offset by the creation of jobs (1 
respondent) / provision of local building 
materials to conserve and enhance the local 
built environment. (3 respondents) 

that supports small-scale mineral 
workings whilst restricting large-scale. 

 Need for easily accessible local recycling sites. 
(7 comments broadly in line with this 
conclusion) 

 It is recognised that naturally as a result of the 
sparse population of the National Park there will 
be a continued reliance on larger waste sites 
outside of the Park with continued support for 
smaller local recycling sites. 2 respondents 

 Continue with policy approach that 
supports the provision of local recycling 
sites. Any larger scale facilities would be 
assessed under a major development 
policy. 

 The extent to which other types of waste, e.g. 
farm waste, could be managed through the 
Local Plan would be limited. (6 comments to 
this effect) 

 One comment in support of a potential policy 
which supports small scale development for the 
management of agricultural waste. Subsequent 
contribution towards the National Park being 
self-sufficient and communities taking 
responsibility for the waste they produce.  
No additional comments 

 Such proposals could potentially be 
assessed under a policy as set out in the 
row above. 
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Public Notice 

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) 

REGULATIONS 2012 
REGULATION 18: NOTICE OF THE PREPARATION OF THE 

NORTHUMBERLAND NATIONAL PARK LOCAL PLAN. 

On 11th July 2018 the board of Northumberland National Park Authority formally approved 
the Local Plan Preferred Options Draft Plan for public consultation. The document identifies 
a number of draft preferred policy options for the Local Plan. 
 
The Local Plan will include a long-term vision for the National Park and the spatial strategy 
for delivering that vision. When adopted, it will guide development decisions within the 
National Park until 2037 and indicate where new homes and businesses will be located, as 
well as designate areas of the Park that should be protected.  
 
Northumberland National Park Authority is consulting on the Preferred Options Draft Plan for 
a period from Monday the 30th July until Monday the 24th September 2018. The Draft 
Plan along with accompanying documentation will be available from 30th July 2018 on the 
Authority’s website at: www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation  and for public inspection 
during normal opening hours at: 
 
NNPA offices/information points: 

 Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, Northumberland, NE46 1BS 

 The Sill: National Landscape Discovery Centre, Bardon Mill, Hexham, NE47 7AN 

Libraries: 

 Bellingham Library, Bellingham Town Hall, Manchester Square, Bellingham, NE48 2AS 

 Haltwhistle Library, Westgate, Haltwhistle, NE49 0AX 

 Haydon Bridge Library, Church Street, Haydon Bridge, NE47 6JQ 

 Hexham Library, Queens Hall, Beaumont Street, Hexham, NE46 3LS 

 Kielder Library, Kielder Community First School, Kielder, NE48 1HQ 

 Rothbury Library, Front Street, Rothbury, NE65 7TZ 

 Wooler Library, Cheviot Centre, Padgepool Place, Wooler, NE71 6BL 

Library opening times can be found on the mylibrary website at: http://www.mylibrary.co.uk   

A number of ‘drop-in’ public consultation events are being held the details of which will also 
be available from 30th July 2018 on the Authority’s website at: 
http://www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation  

Representations should be received in writing before 5pm Monday 24th September 2018. It 
should be noted that any representations received cannot be treated as confidential and will 
be published by the Authority in accordance with the provisions of the Data Protection Act.  
For more information please call 01434 605555 or write to the Forward Planning Team at: 
NNPA HQ, Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, NE46 1BS or email: localplan@nnpa.org.uk 

http://www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation
http://www.mylibrary.co.uk/
http://www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation
mailto:localplan@nnpa.org.uk


Local Plan
Northumberland National Park Authority

Have your say with our 
Local Plan Consultation

We are creating a new Local Plan that will guide development and
land use across Northumberland National Park. This will include
how the environment will be conserved and protected over the next
twenty years until 2037. You now have another opportunity to shape
how this Local Plan is evolving. 

Drop-in to one of our consultation events between
4pm to 7pm on the following dates.

www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation

DATE VENUE

Tuesday 21 August Cheviot Centre Padgepool Place, Wooler NE71 6BL

Wednesday 29 August Matthew Ridley Memorial Hall Falstone NE48 1AA

Tuesday 4 September Elsdon Village Hall Elsdon NE19 1AB

Tuesday 11 September Bardon Mill Village Hall Bardon Mill NE47 7D
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1. Preferred Options - Level of Response 
 

1.1. The aggregate number of attendees across the Preferred Options consultation events 

was 26. This shows a continuing decline from the first Issues Paper consultation 

events (a total of 98 attendees) and the second Policy Options consultation events (a 

total of 44 attendees), as shown in Table 1 below. 

 

1.2. The level of written response was similar to the previous Policy Options consultation, 

but still considerably lower than the level received for the Issues Paper consultation 

(see Table 1 below). 

 
Consultation event 

Total no. of 
attendees 

Average per event No. of written 
representations 

Issues Paper 98 8 27 

Options Paper 44 6 18 

Preferred Options 26 6 17 

Table 1 – Total Attendees and Representations 

1.3. Although NNPA publicised the consultation as widely as possible, lower levels of 

response could be due to a number of potential factors: 

 Individuals/ organisations were involved in the previous consultation events 

and had no further contributions to make. 

 Individuals/ organisations were largely satisfied with the Authority’s approach 

and therefore less inclined to make a contribution. 

 Individuals/ organisations were unable or unwilling to take the time required to 

examine the consultation documents. 

 Individuals/ organisations did not feel like the consultation was relevant to 

them. 

 

1.4. Nonetheless, NNPA did engage in discussions with event attendees and receive a 

number of detailed written representations. The following section of the report presents 

an analysis of the representations received. It should also be noted that whilst the 

feedback reports for the Issues Paper and Policy Options analysed comments by 

theme, the Preferred Options feedback has been analysed and summarised on a 

policy-by-policy basis to reflect the content and structure of the draft plan.  
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1.5. In all, approximately 183 individual comments were made through written 

representations and discussions between event attendees and Officers. Table 2 below 

shows the percentages of comments made in relation to each of the Draft Local Plan 

policies. 

Policy No. No. of comments Proportion of comments 

1 8 4.4 

2 12 6.6 

3 7 3.8 

4 5 2.7 

5 11 6.0 

6 2 1.1 

7 3 1.6 

8 7 3.8 

9 5 2.7 

10 5 2.7 

11 2 1.1 

12 1 0.5 

13 2 1.1 

14 1 0.5 

15 4 2.2 

16 1 0.5 

17 1 0.5 

18 5 2.7 

19 1 0.5 

20 12 6.6 

21 2 1.1 

22 8 4.4 

23 5 2.7 

24 7 3.8 

25 4 2.2 

26 14 7.7 

27 5 2.7 

28 2 1.1 

29 7 3.8 

30 7 3.8 

31 7 3.8 

32 7 3.8 

Draft Local Plan 
generally 

11 6.0 

Habitats 
Regulations 
Assessment 

1 0.5 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

1 0.5 

TOTAL 183 100.0% 

Table 2 – Comments per Policy 

1.6. The highest number of responses were received in relation to draft Policy 26: 

Renewable and Low-carbon Energy (7.7% of the total). Policy 2: General Development 

Principles and Policy 20: Accessibility and Connectivity received the next highest 

response rate level both with 6.6% of the total number of representations received.  

 

1.7. Policy 26 perhaps received the most comments due to recent or planned wind turbine 

development close to the National Park boundary. This Policy also includes 

residential-use renewable energy which was mentioned several times at the 
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consultation events. Similarly, Policy 20 contains several topics such as access, 

transport and mobile phone coverage within one policy which could however 

potentially explain the higher number of comments received in comparison to other 

draft policies. 

 

1.8. In the previous consultations, the topic of Community Facilities and Infrastructure was 

most commonly raised (21%) at the Issues Paper stage and Housing and Employment 

most popular (17%) at the Policy Options stage. It is more difficult to compare the 

Preferred Options consultation as they have been listed by 32 policies rather than 10 

topic areas. This could also explain the average lower proportions of comments per 

policy in addition to the potential reasons outlined above. 

 

1.9. Of the Preferred Options feedback, 11 of these comments (6.0%) were generic, 

related to the entire document or the consultation process. Both the Habitats 

Regulations Assessment and the Sustainability Appraisal, which were supplementary 

documents to the Draft Local Plan, received 1 comment each (0.5%).  
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2. Preferred Options - Feedback 
 

2.1. The following paragraphs summarise the feedback received in relation to each policy. 

They are listed by policy number as per the Draft Local Plan.  

 

2.2. The NNPA’s response to the feedback and suggested potential policy implications are 

provided in Appendix 1. A Schedule of Modifications will be issued with the next 

publication of the Local Plan, which will detail policy changes from the Draft Local 

Plan.   

Policy 1: Sustainable Development 

2.3. This policy received 8 of the Preferred Options consultation comments. Respondents 

generally welcomed that the policy includes a greater level of detail than in the current 

policy and provides greater clarity on the meaning of sustainable development in the 

context of a National Park. The presumption in favour of sustainable development was 

also welcomed.  

 

2.4. Several comments advocated specifying timber construction of houses as the most 

environmentally-friendly material compared to bricks, concrete blocks and steel for 

example.   

 

2.5. One comment questioned the use of ‘conserve or enhance’ over ‘sustain and enhance’ 

which is also referred to in the NPPF. The respondent also asked for criteria over what 

constitutes ‘overriding need’. 

Policy 2: General Development Principles 

2.6. Comments on this policy accounted for 12 from the total received. Residents largely 

backed better infrastructure and services, such as broadband, mobile phone coverage, 

mains electricity and community facilities. Indeed, residents consulted would be willing 

to sacrifice, to an extent, the special qualities of the National Park in order to have 

access to these ‘essential’ provisions.  

 

2.7. Statutory consultees were supportive of the direction of the policy but asked that it 

more closely aligned with National Planning Policy Framework wording.  

Policy 3: Major Development 

2.8. The number of comments made on this policy was 7. The feedback for this policy was 

positive with few recommended changes.  

 

2.9. Comments were made about the recognition of Otterburn Training Area within the 

Draft Local Plan. This policy does cite ‘national’ considerations and how this relates to 

the local economy and the special qualities of the National Park. It was suggested to 

reference the Otterburn Training Area specifically perhaps with its own designated 

policy or at least to better recognise the positive impact the Ministry of Defence site 

has. 

Policy 4: Settlement Hierarchy  
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2.10. This policy received only 5 comments but all were found to be in favour of the policy 

direction and in recognising Local Centres and Smaller Villages explicitly within the 

policy.  

 

2.11. Despite notionally being appropriate as a Local Centre, one of the comments 

questioned whether some of these locations actually had the necessary services to 

meet housing demand or met the definitions set out in the justification text of the 

policy. The respondent questioned whether the Local Centres should instead be 

determined on the service provisions currently in place such as bus services, shops 

and post offices. 

Policy 5: Conversion of Buildings outside Settlements 

2.12. Policy 5 accounted for 11 of the feedback comments submitted. Previously the policy 

had only accepted conversion for tourism use; however it has now been widened to 

residential, extended family and rural worker use.  Comments were largely negative 

and did not support the policy.  

 

2.13. It was considered that the policy would undermine the previous Settlement Hierarchy 

policy (Policy 4) to focus new development in the Local Centres and Smaller Villages. 

A lack of reference to Affordable Housing in this policy was also highlighted as an 

issue. It was suggested that the impacts of conversion on Agricultural buildings and 

Heritage Assets should also be given greater consideration.  

 

2.14. Several comments were supportive of the extended family criteria whilst also 

suggesting that they could potentially be more flexible to help young people stay and 

live in the park.  

Policy 6: Community Facilities 

2.15. The policy on Community Facilities had a low number of responses with 2. However, 

community facilities were noted to be cross-referenced in comments on other policies.  

 

2.16. This policy was supported but one comment added whether community facilities 

should be centred on Local Centres and Smaller Villages in the same way housing 

should be in other policies. This is because they provide ‘the most sustainable 

locations for new development with the best integration of residential development, 

employment opportunities, other services and facilities and access to a variety of 

sustainable transport provisions’.  

Policy 7: Local Green Space 

2.17. Of the comments submitted, 3 of them related to draft Policy 7 on Local Green Space. 

The draft policy was not supported by the majority of respondents as it did not 

designate different types of Local Green Space with suggested potential categories 

being ‘Visually Important Spaces’, ‘Community Spaces’ or ‘Key Species Habitats’.  

Policy 8: New and Improved Infrastructure 

2.18. Policy 8 received a relatively high proportion of responses with 7. A majority of the 

these asked for specifying the type of infrastructure, although the reference to areas of 

impact in Point (b) were supported. 
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2.19. As with previous rounds of consultation, the lack of mobile phone and broadband 

coverage was raised as an important infrastructure issue for residents. The importance 

of this issue for both residents and visitors to the park is, in their view, comparable with 

the preservation of the National Park’s special qualities. Two other comments had a 

more cautious approach on this issue and urged for consideration of the removal of the 

infrastructure if it becomes defunct or unused at a future date. 

 

2.20. Comments also requested specific clauses for Flood Risk and Roads as their impacts 

could be more critical than the general infrastructure policy.   

Policy 9: Provision of Green Infrastructure 

2.21. This draft policy received 5 of the total comments. Most comments were supportive on 

this policy and its direction. Suggested amendments were largely around the wording 

of the supporting paragraphs. 

 

2.22. Respondents suggested changes to the wording relating to the Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA), Registered Parks and Gardens, references to the 

NPPF and national environmental policy. These suggested changes were to provide 

clarity, improve accuracy of the supporting text or better align the text with national 

policy.  

 

2.23. One responses suggested changing the policy wording from ‘should’ to ‘must’ in order 

to guarantee Green Infrastructure provision. For a similar reason, it was suggested 

that ‘or’ be replaced with ‘and’ in the Green Infrastructure proposals (Point 2) to reap 

all the benefits rather than one point exclusively. This may make Green Infrastructure 

proposals unachievable if all the benefits must be met. Additionally, Point 3 

encourages proposals that meet a range of benefits which acts as a fail-safe to the 

point raised. Another response suggested referring to ‘blue’ infrastructure as well as 

‘green’ infrastructure. 
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Policy 10: Providing a Range and Choice of Housing 

2.24. Of the written representations submitted, 5 related to housing.  

 

2.25. Statutory consultees (such as Highways England and Northumberland County 

Council) were supportive of the policy approach and how it related to their strategic 

and policy approaches. Another supportive commentwas received from a resident who 

agreed with encouraging younger families to live in the Park. 

 

2.26. One negative comment was received in relation to the lack of reference to green 

infrastructure and wildlife corridors in the draft policy. However, this policy is 

specifically on a range and choice of housing and that issue is covered in other 

policies (such as Policy 9). Policies should not be considered exclusively in the context 

of development proposals.  

 

2.27. Other respondents were concerned that new residential development could potentially 

depress the values of existing homes; however this is not a material planning 

consideration.  

Policy 11: Residential Extensions 

2.28. Only 2 comments were received on the Residential Extensions policy. One of the 

comments advocated the inclusion of Heritage Assets into the policy wording and the 

supporting text. The other representation wanted a block on future permitted 

development rights following a first residential extension, in order to prevent 

overextension of properties. 

Policy 12: Affordable Housing 

2.29. One comment was received in relation to affordable housing which was not supportive 

of the policy direction, particularly the line ‘all dwellings will be, and will remain, 

available for people with a local connection’. The respondent felt the policy was not 

welcoming or fair to new people, and would not allow for the evolution of places and 

was not viable due to demand. However, the fact that the response rate was relatively 

low (and support of wider aims for providing housing to meet identified needs within 

the Park) could potentially indicate that respondents were broadly supportive of the 

policy approach on this issue. 

Policy 13: Rural Exception Sites 

2.30. The policy on Rural Exception Sites received 2 comments. The feedback was entirely 

positive, receiving support on its direction, (particularly restricting to the availability of 

affordable housing to people with a local connection). 

Policy 14: Rural Workers’ Housing 

2.31. One comment was received on the subject of Rural Workers’ Housing which was 

supportive of the more flexible approach allowing residential development outside 

identified settlements. 

 

2.32. The response also advocated restricting occupancy to relevant rural workers; but this 

is included in Part (a) of the policy. Ensuring good design and no detrimental impact on 

the landscape or special qualities of the National Park was also suggested; but any 
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new development or conversion would have to adhere to other policies (including 

Policy 1 and Policy 23) in any event. 

Policy 15: Principal Residence Housing 

2.33. This policy received 4 comments, all of which were unequivocally supportive of the 

policy. 

 

2.34. The new policy direction was described as a sensible and pragmatic approach, 

particularly in tandem with Policy 12 (Affordable Housing) and Policy 13 (Rural 

Exception Sites). Another was pleased that compared to an Open Market direction, it 

would prevent settlements becoming too large by the time the number of necessary 

permanent residences to support the community were delivered.  

 

2.35. Although all the comments were supportive of the policy, the reasoning for one was 

dislike for tourism. Another comment, again supportive overall, questioned how Point 2 

would be enforced and argued that without enforcement it would be pointless. 

Policy 16: Gypsy and Traveller Housing 

2.36. Only one comment was received on this policy.  

 

2.37. This comment was from neighbouring Northumberland County Council and declared 

support of the policy, particularly the criteria-based direction and cross-reference to 

general development principles. Also appreciated was use of the County Council’s 

Northumberland Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Show People Accommodation 

Assessment (2015) as a source because of the regular north-south movement along 

the coastal strip of the county.  

Policy 17: Replacement Dwellings 

2.38. One response was received on Policy 17 for Replacement Dwellings. 

 

2.39. The comment received had a negative outlook on the policy direction, particularly Point 

(a) that the dwelling being replaced should already have a residential uses prior to 

replacement. The respondent felt that opening this up to agricultural buildings such as 

barns would replace an unusable building and provide new homes on brownfield land. 

Policy 18: Sustainable Local Economy 

2.40. Policy 18 received a good number of responses comprising 5 in total. Generally the 

comments were negative seeing the policy direction as a missed opportunity. 

 

2.41. Two of the comments can be considered neutral. One recognised the limitations of 

what can be achieved in terms of business and jobs creation via the policy. Another 

was supportive of the policy and the aspiration for economic growth in sustainable 

locations that do not negatively impact on the special qualities of the National Park. 

 

2.42. Of the negative comments received, two saw the policy as missing a huge opportunity 

to promote the importance of forestry to develop the environmental, social and 

economic potential of the National Park. The respondent believed that in addition to 

jobs and the local economy, forestry could also boost many other areas. Another 

comment described a fall in overall employment and defeatist tone of the policy could 
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be reversed to encourage forestry which could create jobs and exponentially grow the 

economy. 

 

2.43. Another respondent raised several issues relating to the local economy. They felt more 

could be done at a strategic level with sustainable energy providers to implement to 

properties across the park in accordance with Policy 26. There was also 

encouragement to create more local economy impact out of The Sill with only local 

companies contracted and use of local workers.  

Policy 19: Home-based Businesses and Live/ Work Units 

2.44. A single comment was received relating to Policy 19 on Home-based Business and 

Live/ Work units. The comment sent in simply acknowledged support of the policy 

direction but did not provide any further detail. 

Policy 20: Accessibility and Connectivity 

2.45. Policy 20 was one of the most commented on policies, receiving 12 in total. Only 

Policy 26 received more comments. As acknowledged in the summary of the Policy 

Options Feedback (Para 1.8) this could be due to the policy containing several topics 

such as access, transport and mobile phone coverage which could explain a higher 

number of comments. 

 

2.46. One comment wanted to reduce the number of visitors accessing the National Park by 

car. Another believes that poor roads are a key challenge for the economy but the road 

network could be improved by funding through forestry. One respondent wants better 

bus services and another, more electric charging points.  

 

2.47. A further comment believed that promoting public transport, walking and cycling was 

highly impractical in the National Park and that this would be more suitable in urban 

areas. Whereas another respondent was supportive of seeking to promote public 

transport, walking and cycling modes but acknowledged the need of significant 

development in order to deliver these provisions. A further comment again welcomed 

the support of sustainable travel choices, but felt there would continue to be a place for 

the private car in Northumberland National Park. 

 

2.48. One respondent believed there were inaccuracies in brown signs on roads in and 

around the National Park which causes problems for tourists and on local identity for 

residents, however this is a matter for the Local Highway Authority. Another 

respondent suggested a number of measures to improve ecological networks and 

green corridors to ensure the safe movement of species especially where new 

transport routes would be introduced. 

 

2.49. On the topic of broadband infrastructure/connectivity a comment was received 

claiming rural jobs are absolutely dependent on broadband and that in their opinion no 

progress was made with the policy direction. 

Policy 21: Farming and Rural Land-based Enterprises 

2.50. Two comments were submitted as part of the consultation. Both of the comments were 

neutral in their support of the policy but offered only slight suggestions for amendment. 
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2.51. The first was to ensure that development around Farming and Rural Land-based 

Enterprises do not harm the Park’s special qualities and even conserve and enhance, 

with a request to include this within the policy.  

 

2.52. The second suggestion advocated that in Point (2) rather than dismantling and 

removing development from the site, there should also be restoration of the land to a 

better standard for Net Biodiversity Gain. 

Policy 22: Wildlife, Biodiversity and Green Infrastructure 

2.53. This policy received a good number of comments with 8 put forward during the 

consultation. 

 

2.54. One comment wanted an amended to the policy to make it clear that enhancements to 

biodiversity cannot be used to justify development that has an adverse landscape or 

visual impact i.e. one benefit cannot offset negative impacts on the others. Another 

response was supportive of the policy but also highlighted the offsetting issue. 

 

2.55. Two comments explained how sustainable forestry development could potentially be 

beneficial for wildlife, biodiversity and green infrastructure. A further response 

advocated a more ambitious policy promoting more pioneering approaches to wildlife, 

biodiversity and green infrastructure. 

 

2.56. A respondent requested several wording changes to strengthen the weight given to the 

conservation and enhancement of wildlife, biodiversity and green infrastructure and 

align more closely with national policy. 

 

2.57. Two of the comments were related to the introduction of the Lynx with one for and one 

against the proposal. The draft plan did not specifically mention this particular issue. 

Policy 23: Landscape, Tranquillity and Dark Skies 

2.58. This policy received 5 responses and all were largely supportive of the policy and its 

direction. 

 

2.59. One respondent declared this issue the most important to them. Two more offered 

their support for the policy. Another detailed their support of new elements of the 

policy, specifically the removal of redundant development, clauses for moorland tracks/ 

forest roads and stronger wording on tranquillity and dark skies.  

 

2.60. Forestry was again promoted as a benefit to improving landscape, tranquillity and dark 

skies. Nonetheless the respondent acknowledged the emphasis on the importance of 

the National Park’s special qualities in this policy. 

Policy 24: Trees, Woodlands and Forests 

2.61. Policy 24 received 7 comments in total. 

 

2.62. Four of the comments emphasised the benefits of forestry and advocated a forestry 

vision to be included within the Local Plan. Particularly there was a request for 

adoption of a favour in presumption of productive woodland creation and the 

development of related businesses. 



APPENDIX 15 

 

2.63. Two comments thought forestry should be restricted in order to protect the road 

network and landscapes such as peatland. Another wanted stronger protection of 

peatland. 

Policy 25: Flood Risk  

2.64. The policy on Flood Risk received 4 of the consultation comments.  

 

2.65. Two of the comments welcomed the policy and particularly the requirement for 

Sustainable Drainage Systems. One of these went on to encourage further 

development requirements around drainage systems.  

 

2.66. Another comment asked for no inappropriate development in areas of high-risk 

flooding in order to safeguard the development and prevent flood risk elsewhere. This 

is accounted for within the policy wording. 

 

2.67. A response was submitted on the Water Framework Directive which advocates the 

prevention of the deterioration in the status of waterbodies. The National Park contains 

some of the only high status surface waterbodies in England. It was recommended to 

include reference to the WFD across the Local Plan including its objectives, benefits 

and policy clauses which help achieve its standards.  

Policy 26: Renewable and Low-Carbon Energy Provision 

2.68. Policy 26 was the most commented on policy of all with a total of 14 responses. 

 

2.69. One supported the policy but wanted energy efficiency requirements reinstated. 

Another wanted climate change reinstated either to this policy or a standalone policy. 

Two responses state the benefits of forestry to providing a sustainable energy source. 

One asked for the protection of landscape from renewable energy development. 

 

2.70. On the topic of Wind Farms two respondents asked for buffer zones around the Park 

(in the County area) as AONBs and Hadrian’s Wall WHS currently have. Another 

resident reported considerable post-permission rearrangement of turbines in 

development. Two further respondents asked for greater support for small-scale 

renewables at residential properties and two were completely opposed to wind farms. 

Policy 27: Historic Environment and Cultural Heritage 

2.71. A total of 5 comments were received on this policy, all from statutory bodies. 

 

2.72. Two of the comments were supportive of the policy but requested several changes to 

clarify or define technical terminology and better align with national policy. Another two 

comments specifically mentioned the World Heritage Site of Hadrian’s Wall and asked 

for specific reference to it and its Buffer Zone in the policy wording. 

Policy 28: Conserving Heritage Assets 

2.73. Only 2 comments were received on the conservation of Heritage Assets.  

 

2.74. Both of the comments requested enhanced protection for Hadrian’s Wall World 

Heritage Site and the Buffer Zone; with several points of reference in national and 
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international planning policy to take account of. The fact this point was also raised for 

the previous policy (draft Policy 27) suggests a crossover of these policies. It was 

suggested in the comments to combine both draft Policy 27 and Policy 28. 

Policy 29: Sustainable Tourism and Recreation Development 

2.75. Of the comments received, 7 submitted related to draft Policy 29. The feedback 

towards the policy was mixed. 

 

2.76. One comment speculated that there is a perception that tourism is welcomed but 

residential development is not, but offered no specific response to the policy. Another 

respondent was concerned over the ability for people to buy houses and later convert 

them into holiday lets. 

 

2.77. Looking positively at tourism, one comment welcomed the new criteria for new 

sustainable self-catering development; and another expressed the need to spread 

tourism from the Northumberland coast inland.  

 

2.78. One was unhappy with the assumption in the accompanying text of best enhancing 

access by providing for those arriving in car. The respondent wanted a change in the 

wording to provide for those not arriving to the Park by car.  

 

2.79. Another acknowledged the need for infrastructure in order to support tourism; and how 

forestry offered opportunities to provide this sustainably. Finally, it was requested that 

environmental impacts are included within the policy wording. 

Policy 30: Quarrying 

2.80. The policy on quarrying received 7 comments with the responses largely negative 

toward the policy direction.  

 

2.81. One respondent does not support the policy direction which advocates extensions to 

existing quarries on disturbed land. Another objects to the policy wording as it does not 

plan positively on the issue. 

 

2.82. Alternatively, a further comment believes the policy limits further quarrying 

development whilst another suggests changing ‘must’ to ‘should’ in the policy clauses 

in order to ease restrictions on quarrying. 

 

2.83. Another respondent questions how supporting the use of local stone can be achieved 

and demand can be met. Furthermore, one comment proposed referring specifically to 

Harden Quarry in the policy wording.  

Policy 31: Mineral Safeguarding Areas 

2.84. This policy gained a total of 7 comments. The feedback on this policy is mixed with 

most requesting further detail to the policy. 

 

2.85. Many of the comments related to the Policies Map mentioned in the policy. The 

inclusion of surface coal resources on this map was requested in one comment. 

Another queried the Mineral Safeguarding Areas on the policy map. One resident 

queried whether there was fracking potential with the National Park. 
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2.86. Several suggestions to be included within the policy were; define mineral safeguarding 

area, encourage prior extraction, impact on biodiversity, impact on landscape, which 

minerals are safeguarded, clarity on which alternative developments can override the 

safeguard. 

Policy 32: Waste Management 

2.87. The final Policy of the Draft Local Plan received 7 comments. 

 

2.88. Three of the comments related to Mineral Extraction and were pleased with the 

recognition; but felt perhaps it would be better suited in either Policy 30 or Policy 31. 

 

2.89. On the topic of Waste Management, one respondent would like to see support for 

waste minimisation reinstated. More clarity on the approach to re-use, recycling and 

recovery with the National Park was also requested.   

 

2.90. Another would like the policy to steer high risk waste and treatment facility away from 

sensitive locations (e.g. housing). Conversely, it has been suggested that the distance 

waste is transported is reduced and located near settlements where it is created.  

 

Draft Local Plan 

2.91. A total of 11 comments were related to the Draft Local Plan generally or the Preferred 

Options Consultation process. 

 

2.92. Two comments supported the overall vision, priorities and policies of the Draft Local 

Plan. One felt it was too content heavy and another would prefer a plain English 

version which would engage the public better, but accepted it may not be robust 

enough in planning that way. 

 

2.93. Northumberland County Council felt the overall strategy fits well with that set out in the 

County’s own Draft Local Plan. Particularly in the areas of strategic priorities, spatial 

objectives, sustainability and general development principles; reflecting the key role of 

the National Park in terms of the rural economy, tourism, ecology, landscape and the 

historic environment. The recognition of the interdependence of the Gateway 

settlements was supported. One suggestion was a fuller explanation of the relationship 

between neighbourhood plans and the Local Plan, especially where there is overlap 

between the local planning authority areas. 

 

2.94. One comment asked for clarification on the consistency of the use of the terms 

‘Historic Environment’ and ‘Cultural Heritage’ and whether one encompasses the 

other. A request to add a definition of ‘Disturbed’ and ‘Undisturbed’ land, and 

separately ‘Natural Capital’, into the glossary was also received. Another suggested 

updates to references with the NPPF. 

Supplementary Documents 

2.95. Two additional comments were submitted on the supplementary documentation, 

namely the Habitats Regulations Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal.  
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2.96. The comment on the Habitats Regulations Assessment agreed with the conclusions of 

this assessment, particularly as no housing sites are allocated for development  within 

the National Park. 

 

2.97. The sole feedback on the Sustainability Appraisal considered that it provided an 

appropriate framework for the assessment of the Preferred Options Draft Plan – with 

no further comments. 
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Preferred Options – Broad Conclusions 

 Broad Conclusions from the Preferred 
Options Consultation 

NNPA Response/ Potential Policy Implications 

 
Policy 1: Sustainable 
Development 

 Respondents generally welcomed that the 
policy includes a greater level of detail 

 Presumption in favour of sustainable 
development was also welcomed. 

 Several comments advocated specifying 
construction methods and materials 

 ‘Sustain and enhance’ over ‘conserve or 
enhance’; and what constitutes ‘overriding 
need’. 

Support noted.  
 
Comments have been noted and will inform policy 
development for the publication stage. 
 
Sections 15 & 16 of the NPPFare titled ‘Conserving and 
enhancing the natural environment’ and ‘Conserving 
and enhancing the historic environment’ respectively - 
from which this terminology is coined.  
 
As a subjective decision it would be difficult to specify 
what harm and exceptions would be permitted for what 
benefits. However, could clarify ‘overriding need’ e.g. to 
overriding economic, social, infrastructure or national 
need. 
 
Reference to Historic Landscape Characterisations will 
be added. 

 
Policy 2: General 
Development Principles 

 Residents largely backed better infrastructure 
and services 

 Consultees were supportive of the direction of 
the policy 

 Sustain and enhanced raised again. 

Support noted. 
 
Following on from above, the special qualities of the NP 
will be "conserved and enhanced". Development (e.g. in 
Policy 2) should be "sustainable". The difference 
between the terms is understood, but in the content of 
this policy the wording does not require change. 

 
Policy 3: Major Development 

 The feedback for this policy was positive with 
few recommended changes. 

 It was suggested to reference the Otterburn 
Training Area specifically perhaps with its own 
designated policy 

Support noted.  
 
Suggested reference to Otterburn Training Area has 
been noted and will inform policy development for the 
publication stage. 

  All were found to be in favour of the policy Support noted.  
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Policy 4: Settlement 
Hierarchy 

direction 

 A respondent questioned whether some of 
these locations actually had the necessary 
services to meet housing demand 

 The respondent questioned whether the Local 
Centres should instead be determined on the 
service provisions currently in place 

 
Designation of settlements agreed upon, potential new 
housing would help increase demand for local services, 
especially where they have been lost. 

 
Policy 5: Conversion of 
Buildings Outside 
Settlements 

 Comments were largely negative on this 
policy which has now been widened to 
residential, extended family and rural worker 
use.   

 The policy would undermine the previous 
Settlement Hierarchy policy 

 Several comments were supportive of the 
extended family criteria but hoped that it could 
be more flexible. 

The Settlements are the location for new housing 
developments. Softening the policy is to allow 
conversions outside the settlements, which would 
improve housing availability whilst reusing derelict 
brownfield buildings. 
Policy 5 will be revised to include a requirement for 
affordable housing that is compatible with other 
emerging draft policies. 
 
Comments on extended family, particularly simplifying 
the criteria and considering the longer-term implications, 
will be considered for the publication stage.  
 

 
Policy 6: Community 
Facilities 

 This policy was supported but one comment 
added whether community facilities should be 
centred on Local Centres and Villages in the 
same way housing should be in other policies 

Policy 6 directs against the loss of community facilities. 
Regarding new community facilities, their suitability 
(whether in a Local Centre, Village or elsewhere) would 
be assessed against Policy 1: Sustainable Development 
and Policy 2: General Development Principles.  
 
Also the Settlement Hierarchy in Policy 4 refers to 
‘development’ rather than ‘housing’, so in effect the 
comment is already reflected in policy. 

 
Policy 7: Local Green Space 

 The policy was not supported by the majority 
of respondents as the policy does not 
designate different types of Local Green 
Space. 

 Suggestions being ‘Visually Important 
Spaces’, ‘Community Spaces’ or ‘Key Species 

The policy does reference the importance of different 
types of Local Green Space without specific labels.  
As mentioned in the supporting text ‘areas of Local 
Green Space will be identified on the policies map 
during the next stage of plan preparations’. 
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Habitats’. The appropriateness of this policy approach will be 
considered and if necessary revised to reflect the 
specific circumstances applicable to Northumberland 
National Park. 

 
Policy 8: New and Improved 
Infrastructure 

 A majority of the comments asked for 
specifying the type of infrastructures 

 Mobile phone coverage and broadband were 
raised as important infrastructure issues for 
residents. 

 Two urged for consideration of removal if the 
infrastructure becomes defunct or unused in 
the future. 

The suggested wording will be considered and added to 
the publication draft local plan if this is deemed 
appropriate. 

 
Policy 9: Provision of Green 
Infrastructure 

 Most comments were supportive on this policy 
and its direction. 

 Several wording changes were suggested to 
tighten the policy and align with other 
including national policies. 

 One suggested replacing ‘or’ with ‘and’ to 
ensure all points met.  

Final suggestion may make Green Infrastructure 
proposals unachievable if all the benefits must be met. 
Additionally, Point 3 encourages proposals that meet a 
range of benefits which acts as a fail-safe to the point 
raised. 

 
Policy 10: Providing a Range 
and Choice of Housing 

 The comments received were largely mixed. 

 Some were happy with the policy and how it 
related to other strategic and policy 
approaches and encouraged younger 
families. 

 One negative comment was on the lack of 
reference to green infrastructure and wildlife 
corridors in the policy. 

 Other residents were concerned that new 
residential development could depress the 
values of existing homes.  
 

 

Support noted. 
 
This policy is specifically on a range and choice of 
housing and that issue is covered in other policies (such 
as Policy 9). Policies should not be considered 
exclusively in the context of development design. 

 
Policy 11: Residential 

 One of the comments advocated the inclusion 
of heritage assets into the policy wording 

These points will be considered and suggested 
revisions may be incorporated into the Publication Draft 
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Extensions  The other wanted a block on future permitted 
development rights following a first residential 
extension 

Local Plan.  
To consider adding to point 3: "not adversely affect 
visual amenity, the setting of a residential building, the 
surrounding landscape, biodiversity, heritage and/or 
character of the area". 

 
Policy 12: Affordable Housing 

 A single respondent felt the policy is not 
welcoming or fair to new people, it does not 
allow for the evolution of places and is not 
viable due to demand. 

 

Promoting principle residency over tourism or second-
homes is considered the best direction for Local 
Centres. 

 
Policy 13: Rural Exception 
Sites 

 Received support on policy direction, 
particularly restricting its availability to 
affordable housing and people with a local 
connection. 

 

Support noted. 

 
Policy 14: Rural Workers’ 
Housing 

 The consultee was supportive of the policy, 
especially as it allows greater flexibility on 
residential development outside of 
settlements 

 The response also advocated restricting 
occupancy to relevant rural workers 

 Ensuring good design and no detrimental 
impact on the landscape or special qualities of 
the National Park was also suggested 

Second point is included in part (a) of the policy 
 
Any new development or conversion would have to 
adhere to other policies (including Policy 1 and Policy 
23). 
 

 
Policy 15: Principle 
Residence Housing 

 All of the comments were unequivocally 
supportive of the policy. 

 One was pleased that compared to an Open 
Market direction, it prevents settlements 
becoming huge by the time the number of 
necessary permanent residences to support 
the community are delivered. 

 Questioned how Point 2 would be enforced 
and argued that without enforcement it would 
be pointless. 

Support noted. 
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Policy 16: Gypsy and 
Traveller Housing 

Policy supported. Support noted. 

 
Policy 17: Replacement 
Dwellings 

 Respondent felt that opening this up to 
agricultural buildings such as barns would 
replace an unusable building and provide new 
homes on brownfield land. 

Covered under Policy 5. 

 
Policy 18: A Sustainable 
Local Economy 

 Two of the comments though can be 
considered neutral recognising the limitations 
of policy and the special qualities of the 
National Park. 

 Generally other comments were negative 
seeing the policy direction as a missed 
opportunity, especially regarding forestry and 
sustainable energy provision. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the NNP Economic 
Futures Report (2018) does highlight the economic 
benefits of forestry in a broad context it does go on to 
say that 'it should be noted that any proposals would 
need to accord with the aims and objectives of the NNP 
Management Plan and the overall principle of the right 
tree in the right place.' The Authority recognises the 
important role that productive forestry can play in 
increasing sustainable economic growth in rural areas 
however this should never harm the National Park's 
special qualities. 

Policy 19: Home-based 
Businesses and Live/ Work 
Units 

Policy supported. Support noted. 

 
Policy 20: Accessibility and 
Connectivity 

 Roads: One comment wants to reduce 
number of visitors by car. Another believes 
poor roads are a key challenge, could be 
improved by funding through forestry. One 
respondent wanted wants better bus services 
and another more electric charging points.  

 Improvements to brown signs and green 
corridors around transport routes were  

 No progress on broadband was made with the 
policy direction 

The points raised around Broadband, Roads and car 
infrastructure will be considered and will inform the 
publication draft plan should this be appropriate. 

 
Policy 21: Farming and Rural 
land-based Enterprises 

 Both of the comments were neutral in their 
support of the policy but offered suggested 
changes. 

 Firstly to ensure no harm to the Park’s special 
qualities and even conserve and enhance. 

The suggested additions to the Policy will be considered 
and will inform the publication draft plan should this be 
appropriate. 
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 Secondly rather than dismantling no-longer 
used development, restoration of the land to a 
higher standard should be required. 

 

 
Policy 22: Wildlife, 
Biodiversity and Green 
Infrastructure 

 One wanted amendment as felt it read that 
one enhancement can offset other negative 
impacts 

 Other comments promoted forestry or more 
pioneering approaches 

 Two comments were on the introduction of 
the Lynx 

The policy wording will be considered and will inform the 
publication draft plan should this be appropriate. 
 
Lynx will not be specifically referenced in the Draft Local 
Plan. 

Policy 23: Landscape, 
Tranquillity and Dark Skies 

 One declared this issue most important and 
three more offered support for the policy. 

Support noted. 

 
Policy 24: Trees, Woodland 
and Forests 

 Four of the comments emphasised benefits of 
forestry. 

 Some wanted a ‘vision’ on forestry and 
presumption in favour of productive woodland. 

 Two comments felt forestry should be 
restricted to protect roads and landscape 

The policy direction around Forestry will be considered 
and will inform the publication draft plan should this be 
appropriate. 

 
Policy 25: Flood Risk 

 Two comments were in support of the policy 

 Another asked for no inappropriate 
development in areas of high-risk flooding 

 One response asked for inclusion of the 
Water Framework Directive 

Support noted. 
 
Flooding will be considered and will inform the 
publication draft plan should this be appropriate. 

 
Policy 26: Renewable and 
Low-Carbon Energy 
Provision 

 Policy received the most comments 

 Additions requested for energy efficiency 
requirements, climate change, forestry and 
landscape protection. 

 Inclusion of Registered Parks and Gardens 
and changes to the definition of landscape 
requested 

 Two asked for buffer zones around NP from 
wind farms and two were completely opposed 
to wind farms 

The points raised will be considered and will inform the 
publication draft plan should this be appropriate. The 
adaptation to and mitigation of the effects of climate 
change are referred to in strategic objective 7; policy 1; 
policy 9 and policy 22. Policy 25 also aims to address 
the impacts of climate change by mitigating flood risk. 
 
Landscapes and RPGs could be included in the list at 
end of 4.285. Clarity on landscape definition will also be 
considered. 
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 Two asked for greater support for small-scale 
renewables at residential properties 

 
Policy 27: Historic 
Environment and Cultural 
Heritage 

 Two positive on direction, but requested 
several changes for clarity 

 Two wanted specific reference to Hadrian’s 
Wall WHS and Buffer Zone 

Support noted and need for amendments 
acknowledged. Specific changes will be noted in the 
Schedule of Modifications. 
 

 
Policy 28: Conserving 
Heritage Assets 

 Both comments wanted enhanced protection 
for Hadrian’s Wall WHS and Buffer Zone 

 Combining policies suggested in comments 

 Several changes to the text requested 

The fact this point was also raised for the previous 
policy (Policy 27) suggests a crossover of these 
policies. It is being considered to combine both Policy 
27 and Policy 28. 
 
 

 
Policy 29: Sustainable 
Tourism and Recreation 
Development 

 Mixed reaction to tourism 

 Two welcomed direction and encouraged 
tourism 

 One unhappy with supporting dependence on 
car 

 Others requested inclusion of forestry and 
environmental impacts in the policy 

Car dependence: Paragraph 4.325 relates to the 
conclusions arising from the sustainability appraisal of 
the NNP Policy Options Paper (2017). This will not be 
included in the Publication Draft Plan. 

 
Policy 30: Quarrying 

 Two do not agree to the policy and see it as 
restrictive on quarrying and another believes it 
does not plan positively. 

 One does not support due to some support of 
extensions 

 Another questioned how use of stone locally 
could be achieved and another wanted 
specific reference to Harden Quarry. 

The points raised around Quarrying will be considered 
and will inform the publication draft plan should this be 
appropriate. 

 
Policy 31: Mineral 
Safeguarding Areas 

 Several comments related to the Policies Map 
and zones included 

 Comments also suggested inclusion of some 
impacts, types of minerals and which are 
safeguarded 

The points raised will be considered and will inform the 
publication draft plan should this be appropriate. 

 
Policy 32: Waste Management 

 Suggested to move elements related to 
Mineral Extraction to Policy 30 or 31. 

Moving clauses to a more appropriate policy will be 
considered. 
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 Mixed views with some wanting waste away 
from settlements and some supporting as 
reduces transport implications 

 
Due to the mixed feedback it is unlikely the policy 
direction will change around Waste.  

Habitats Regulations 
Assessment 

Supported Support noted 

Sustainability Appraisal Supported Support noted 

 
Draft Local Plan 

 Two comments supported the overall vision, 
priorities and policies 

 One felt it was too content heavy another 
would prefer a plain English version 

 Northumberland County Council felt the 
overall strategy fits well with that set out in the 
County’s own Draft Local Plan 

 Request for changes to some terms, 
definitions, the glossary and references to 
NPPF.   

Support noted. 
 
Suggested changes will be considered.  
 
The text is not in legalese, but a certain level of 
technical wording is required to meet standards, be 
justifiable and enforceable. Consultation offers the 
public a chance to ask and clarify with Officers anything 
which unclear.  
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Youth Consultation Feedback 
 

We talked to approx. 15 young people at each session with age ranges from 9 – 14/15. 

Bellingham: 

Group 1: 

Positives about living in Bellingham: 

Good broadband 

Enough housing  

Late night shopping in the town hall  

Bus service is ok 

Negatives: 

Need another version of the co-op 

Play Park needs updating with more facilities for older children; this could include film 

screenings in   the hall  

Not enough parking in the village; exacerbated by tourists 

Parking on paths is dangerous 

Bellingham needs tourist but its also a negative if too many  

Group 2: 

Positives: 

Like countryside and being surrounded by nature 

Good plays park 

Negatives: 

Parking on double yellow lines 

Not enough activities and focus on young people stuff i.e. in the town hall. Ideas include 

indoor sot play, gymnastics club, swimming pool and trampolines 

Don’t like school changes (three tier to two); little consultation and rushed in timescales. 

More shops would be good with a bigger range pf produce 
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Group 3: 

Negatives: 

No nets for goal posts (West Woodburn) 

Bellingham Play Park could do with a better climbing frame 

Too many cars and too many visitors 

No bus service in West Woodburn 

Miss out on some activities etc due to lack of transport  

 

Otterburn: 

Group 1: 

Positives about living in Otterburn: 

Living in the countryside 

Transport is ok, but still usually reliant on parents/car for journeys  

Swimming pool at Riverdale 

Hexham ok for leisure centre and forum for pictures 

Local litter picks 

Negatives: 

Litter left by visitors in the main (see last comment above which is done to counteract this) 

Group 2: 

Positives: 

Lots of wildlife 

Youth group and local park 

Visits to Hexham 

Local shop is good 

Some (limited) children’s activities in the hall i.e. Halloween and Christmas  

Happy with what we have 
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Negatives: 

Play equipment in the park is more for younger children, so could do with more for older 

children  

No films in hall and more year round activities/opportunities for young people in hall would 

be good 

Cars parking on the pavement since Le Petit Chateau opened. Not enough village parking 

Group 3: 

Positives: 

Countryside; sheep and trees etc  

Broadband is ok but downloading can be a bit slow.  Worst in Kielder 

Still able to access out of school activities as can use service bus rather than school bus to 

get so far home 

Negatives: 

Have to be driven everywhere, no buses to Kielder and Otterburn isn’t great for buses either 

Parking is an issue 

More healthy competition for shops would be better 

Limited facilities; pool would be good or Go Ape or drive in cinema 

Public loos aren’t clean at Otterburn 

Not allowed to use the school field outside of term time  
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Public Notice 

PLANNING AND COMPULSORY PURCHASE ACT 2004 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (LOCAL PLANNING) (ENGLAND) 

REGULATIONS 2012 
REGULATION 19: NOTICE OF THE PUBLICATION OF THE 

NORTHUMBERLAND NATIONAL PARK LOCAL PLAN. 

On 15th May 2019 the board of Northumberland National Park Authority formally approved 
the Local Plan Publication Draft Plan for public consultation.  
 
The Local Plan includes a long-term vision for the National Park and the spatial strategy for 
delivering that vision. When adopted, it will guide development decisions within the National 
Park until 2037 and indicate where new homes and businesses will be located, as well as 
designate areas of the Park that should be protected.  
 
Northumberland National Park Authority is consulting on the Publication Draft Plan for a 
period from Friday the 31st May until Friday the 12th July 2019. The Draft Plan along with 
accompanying documentation will be available from 31st May 2019 on the Authority’s 
website at: www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation  and for public inspection during normal 
opening hours at: 
 
NNPA offices/information points: 

 NNPA HQ, Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, Northumberland, NE46 1BS 

Libraries: 

 Bellingham Library, Bellingham Town Hall, Manchester Square, Bellingham, NE48 2AS 

 Haltwhistle Library, Westgate, Haltwhistle, NE49 0AX 

 Haydon Bridge Library, Church Street, Haydon Bridge, NE47 6JQ 

 Hexham Library, Queens Hall, Beaumont Street, Hexham, NE46 3LS 

 Kielder Library, Kielder Community First School, Kielder, NE48 1HQ 

 Rothbury Library, Front Street, Rothbury, NE65 7TZ 

 Wooler Library, Cheviot Centre, Padgepool Place, Wooler, NE71 6BL 

Library opening times can be found on the mylibrary website at: http://www.mylibrary.co.uk   

A number of ‘drop-in’ public consultation events are being held the details of which will also 
be available from 31st May 2019 on the Authority’s website at: 
http://www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation  

Representations should be received in writing before 4.30pm on Friday 12th July 2019. It 
should be noted that any representations received cannot be treated as confidential and will 
be published by the Authority in accordance with the provisions of the Data Protection Act 
2018.  For more information please call 01434 605555 or write to the Forward Planning 
Team at: NNPA HQ, Eastburn, South Park, Hexham, NE46 1BS or email: 
localplan@nnpa.org.uk 

http://www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation
http://www.mylibrary.co.uk/
http://www.nnp.org.uk/localplanconsultation
mailto:localplan@nnpa.org.uk
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1. Level of Response 
 

1.1. The aggregate number of attendees across the Publication Draft consultation events 

was 26. This is the same aggregate number as the previous round of Preferred 

Options events, but still lower than the first two rounds, as shown in Table 1 below. 

 

1.2. The level of written response was lower than the previous Preferred Options 

consultation, but still considerably lower than the level received for the Issues Paper 

consultation (see Table 1 below). 

 
Consultation event 

Total no. of 
attendees 

Average per event No. of written 
representations 

Issues Paper 98 8.16 27 

Options Paper 44 5.5 18 

Preferred Options 26 6.5 17 

Publication Draft 26 6.5 12 
Table 1 – Total Attendees and Representations 

1.3. Although NNPA publicised the consultation as widely as possible, lower levels of 

response could be due to a number of potential factors, such as individuals/ 

organisations were: 

 involved in the previous consultation events and had no further contributions 

to make; 

 largely satisfied with the Authority’s approach and therefore less inclined to 

make a contribution; 

 unable or unwilling to take the time required to examine the consultation 

documents; 

 unable to make comments specifically on the soundness or legality of the 

document; 

 feeling that the consultation was not relevant to them. 

 

1.4. Nonetheless, NNPA did engage in discussions with event attendees and receive a 

number of detailed written representations.  

2. Publication Draft Feedback 
 

2.1. This section of the report presents a summary of the representations received. The 

Issues Paper and Policy Options feedback reports analysed comments by theme, 

whereas the Preferred Options feedback report analysed comments by policy. This 

feedback on the Publication Draft has considered each comment directly by 

stakeholder in order to best make a response or suggest a modification, particularly 

where the soundness or legality of the plan is questioned. 

 

2.2. The feedback from stakeholders has been summarised/ shortened in this document; 

for NNPA’s response to the feedback and resulting suggested policy modifications see 

Appendix 1.  
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2.3. A Schedule of Modifications will be issued with the submitted version of the Local Plan, 

which will detail proposed policy changes from the Publication Draft on which the 

Inspector will decide.   

 

2.4. The following paragraphs summarise the feedback received in relation to each policy. 

They are listed alphabetically by the name of the stakeholder, with resident comments 

made at the public consultation events following in chronological order of the meetings.  

 

Campaign for National Parks 

 

The Campaign for National Parks (CNP) believes the Local Plan is unsound for 

several reasons. Firstly the CNP believe a Climate Change policy is needed as it will 

be one of the biggest influences on the National Park and needs a clear policy 

covering both climate change mitigation and adaption. 

 

The CNP also state that Policy DM1: Community Facilities and Infrastructure is 

unsound as it fails to presume against road-building in the National Park.  

 

In Policy DM11: Landscape, Tranquillity and Dark Night Skies it is suggest that the 

removal of redundant development needs to be reinstated. 

Coal Authority  

The Coal Authority declares that Policy ST2: General Development Principles is 

unsound as it should consider land instability. It is suggested to insert a clause 

specifying no unacceptable risks from contaminated or unstable land, possibly 

requiring a full assessment or remedial works. 

 

Both the Mineral Safeguarding Areas and Minerals Development sections of Policy 

DM17 are supported as being positively prepared, justified, effective, consistent with 

the NPPF and meeting legal requirements such as Duty to Cooperate. The Coal 

Authority is particularly pleased with the criteria contained in the policy, against which 

proposals for mineral extraction will be assessed.  

 

Environment Agency 

 

The Environment Agency overall finds the plan to be sound. 

The consultee is particularly pleased to see the ambition for Net Gain (in line with the 

NPPF) contained in Policy DM10: Habitats, Biodiversity and Geodiversity. 

They are also pleased with reference to the Water Framework Directive in Policy ST1: 

Sustainable Development. 
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Highways England 

Highways England are generally supportive of the overall strategy of the Local Plan. 

However, several recommendations have been made.  

 

Firstly, in Policy ST2: General Development Principles it is recommended to reinstate 

a reference to unacceptable levels of traffic as otherwise there could be implications 

for the Strategic Road Network. For a similar reason, the reinstatement of detrimental 

effects on the transport network in Policy ST3: Major Development is suggested. 

 

In DM1: Community Facilities and Infrastructure, it is recommended to clarify and 

detail the scope of infrastructure. Lastly, in DM16: Minerals Development, a suggestion 

is made to consider cumulative impacts such as traffic and the Strategic Road Network 

in relation to Minerals Development.  

Historic England 

Historic England responded to the consultation but had no capacity to provide detailed 

comments upon the Plan. 

Home Builders Federation* 

The Home Builders Federation consider three policies are not sound, justified or 

consistent with national policy. 

The first of these is Policy ST4: Spatial Strategy where it is recommended to remove 

the words ‘up to’ in relation to the 160 dwellings as not to limit potential. The HBF also 

has concerns on Principal Residency in terms of effective delivery, infrastructure 

delivery, future financing and the rights of occupants. 

The HBF recommend a more flexible approach in Policy ST5: New Housing regarding 

housing mix that recognises variances in need and demand in different locations.  

Relating to Policy DM3: Affordable Housing, the HBF raise concerns about the viability 

of some typologies when the 50% affordable housing criteria is applied. They also 

recommend the profit level used (6%) is raised to 15-20% in line with PPG. 

Mineral Products Association 

The Mineral Products Association recommends several changes in order to make the 

Plan sound. 

Firstly, to reinstate the wording of Para 4.19 and Para 4.22 of the Preferred Options 

version as they were useful and helpful to the narrative. 

It is recommended to reword Policy DM16: Minerals Development in order to make it 

positively planned.  

Also in Policy DM16, it reads ‘the small-scale expansion of existing quarries … will be 

permitted’. The MPA suggest the scale of quarrying will be determined by socio-

economic factors and therefore recommend removing ‘small-scale’. 
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Further in Policy DM16, it is indicated that there is no definition of small-scale and the 

NPPF does not restrict such operations to local need. In addition, it is recommended to 

change ‘minimise’ to ‘manage’ environmental and socio-economic impacts to ensure 

the desired outcome. 

Finally on Policy DM16, the MPA believes the policy is repetitive of Policies ST1, ST2 

and ST3 and should be reworded. 

The MPA are supportive of the text and direction of Policy DM17: Mineral 

Safeguarding Areas. However they believe the approach is unsound in that it is overly 

restrictive in the exceedingly small Minerals Safeguarding Areas indicated on the 

Policies Map and does not reflect the full extent of the known resources in the National 

Park. 

National Farmers Union 

The National Farmers Union welcome the ambition and direction of the Local Plan. 

However, several changes were also suggested. 

Firstly, to ensure in Policy DM1: Community Facilities and Infrastructure that 

‘infrastructure’ means mobile and broadband coverage, and is not just focused on 

high-speed connections. 

In the Strategic Spatial Objectives, the NFU ask to consider whether Objective 7, 

locating development close to services and facilities, will detriment communities that 

have already lost those services or facilities. 

For Policy DM4: Rural Workers Housing, a request to consider changes to the 

agricultural sector post-Brexit has been made. 

The NFU also recommend considering livestock as part of DM5: Accommodation for 

Gypsies, Roma and Travellers. 

The NFU believes that Policy DM11: Dark Skies is at odds with the safe management 

of livestock or movement of vehicles during the hours of dusk or darkness. 

Finally, further clarity in Policy DM13: Renewable Energy is suggested, to support 

those wishing to adopt such technology.  

National Grid 

The National Grid responded to the consultation but had no comments to make in 

response. 

Natural England 

Natural England have assessed the document and consider that the Plan is sound. 

Northumberland County Council 

Northumberland County Council considers the overall strategy fits well their own. 
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NCC welcomes Policy DM3: Affordable Housing and agree that larger settlement close 

to the National Park including Bellingham, Haltwhistle, Rothbury and Wooler are best 

placed to provide for housing needs of the National Park, including Affordable 

Housing. NCC are looking forward to working closely on this issue and delivery. 

In Policy DM9: Transport and Accessibility, NCC state there is a need to be more 

precise than ‘proportionate’ and ensure sufficient parking space incorporated into 

developments to protect from indiscriminate car parking. It is recommended to adopt 

NCC car parking standards. 

Policies DM13: Renewable Energy and DM16: Minerals are supported. Policy DM17: 

Mineral Safeguarding is supported, but Mineral Safeguarding Areas (referred to in 

Para 5.124) are not shown on the Policies Map. 

For Policy DM18: Waste Prevention, a title change is suggested to reflect storage and 

segregation (which also form part of the process - not just prevention). 

Lastly, Policy DM19: Waste Disposal and Recycling is supported. 

Northumbria Water 

Northumbria Water believe that the vision, objectives and policies contained within the 

Plan will guide sustainable development in the National Park moving into the future. 

NW are supportive of the approach taken to sustainable water management. 

*wishes to participate at the oral examination 

Public Comments 

4th June 2019 - The Sill (National Landscape Discovery Centre) 

Five attendees were at this consultation event. The parents of a resident of a gateway 

settlement believes there is a need for a mix of ages in the area and that infrastructure and 

facilities should be delivered alongside new housing.  

A National Park volunteer was wary of an ageing population and losing facilities like shops. 

Two regular visitors to the National Park feel it is underpopulated with no work. They would 

like to know how we can encourage employment and residents in isolated places. 

11th June 2019 - Wooler  

Nine attendees were present at the consultation event in Wooler.  

One was not familiar with the Local Plan process but was glad to have been able to convert 

farm buildings in the past.  

Another resident wants better protection for trees and is unhappy that they can be removed 

so easily unless a TPO is in place. 

A further resident likes the Local Connection > Principal Resident direction and conversions 

policy to get more people and families into the Park.  
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One resident had several views, firstly a disappointment that more people do not engage 

with the Local or Neighbourhood Plans despite the devolved opportunity. They also wanted 

us to look for European examples for successful rural planning, feel that VAT levels are 

stifling business with many traders happy to sit just below the threshold. Overall they are 

supportive of the Authority’s work and approve of the Local Plan. 

19th June 2019 - Bellingham  

Eight people attended the consultation event in Bellingham.  

An Ovingham Resident stated that they rejected the recent Northumberland County Council 

submitted plan as it does not go far enough on renewable energy, but understands the Park 

is different and the setting needs protecting.  

Two Bellingham residents were interested in footpaths in the Park and the impacts on them, 

believing overall they are not maintained well enough. They feel there needs to be more bus 

services and provisions. They also alerted officers to potential agricultural structures being 

built without planning permission. 

Another Bellingham resident believes it is the most beautiful part of England and are happy 

so long as the environment is protected. They like the tranquillity and is against wind farms 

in line with the Local Plan policy. 

25th June 2019 - Elsdon  

Two Elsdon residents, who read the entire document, like that there is no zoning or 

allocations and that planning is done on a case-by-case basis. They agree with the gateway 

settlements direction as families need to be close to facilities. No buses operating to Elsdon 

is an issue. 

Residents from Holystone believe there is an ageing population, would like to see more bus 

services, are keen on support of new businesses and want to see the poor technology and 

communications for businesses improved (especially for home-workers). They are keen to 

know how we meet the objective of getting people to the National Park for enjoyment. 

Finally, they would like to see the NNPA offices in the National Park.  
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Summary of Representation 
 

 
Authority response 

 
Proposed Action 

13 Para 
2.15 

Campaign for 
National Parks 

No No Local plan lacks a policy on climate 
change. We believe that this makes 
the plan unsound as without such a 
policy, it will not be justified or 
effective. Climate change will be one of 
the most significant factors influencing 
the future of the National Park and has 
the potential to have a significant 
impact on its special qualities so it is 
essential that the plan includes a clear 
policy covering both climate change 
mitigation and adaption 

NNPA consider all the proposed 
policies cover all aspects of Climate 
Change (adaptation and mitigation) to 
a sufficient extent without the need for 
an additional policy replicating criteria 
from other policies.  
 
The NNPA consider CNP make a valid 
point and therefore propose to insert 
additional explanation in Chapter 4 
Spatial Strategy setting out the 
importance of Climate Change. This 
will also include an illustration that 
shows which Strategic and 
Development Management policies 
cover these issues. 
 

Insert after Para 4.5:  
Climate Change 
 
Climate change is one of the biggest 
challenges facing the environment, 
society and the economy both at a 
global and local level. Planning has an 
important role to play in taking a 
proactive approach to both mitigating 
and adapting to climate change. The 
UK Climate Change Act 2008 
established a legally binding target for 
an 80% reduction in the UK’s  
greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 
and National Parks have an important 
role to play in meeting this challenge 
and responding to the effects of 
climate change. Local planning 
authorities are also bound by the legal 
duty in Section 19 of the 2004 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act (as amended) to ensure that, 
taken as a whole, local plan policies 
contribute to the mitigation of, and 
adaptation to, climate change. 

 
Climate change is at the heart of the 
strategic policies within this plan, 
specifically in the Sustainable 
Development criteria: 

 
Climate change adaptation  
Adjustments made to natural or human 
systems in response to the actual or 
anticipated impacts of climate change, 
to mitigate harm or exploit beneficial 
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opportunities (NPPF glossary). 
 
In the General Design principles we 
have sought to address: 
Climate change mitigation  
Action to reduce the impact of human 
activity on the climate system, primarily 
through reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions (NPPF glossary). 
 
These strategic policies will be applied 
to all development and as such it is 
intended this will embed the 
importance of climate change 
consideration within all developments 
rather than as an add-on, such as with 
the previous Core Strategy Policies 2 
and 25. The table below shows where 
climate change is a consideration in 
the Local Plan policies. 
 

15 3.1 – 
3.5 

Northumberland 
County Council 

Yes No We have no issues of soundness to 
raise however we wish to make the 
following comments, as set out below, 
and would welcome further discussion 
under the Duty to Cooperate on 
matters such as affordable housing. 
The Council considers that the overall 
strategy fits well with the strategy set 
out in our own Submission Local Plan. 
The strategic priorities, spatial 
objectives, sustainability and general 
development principles reflect the key 
role that the National Park plays within 
the County as a whole, in terms of the 
rural economy, tourism, ecology, 
landscape and the historic 
environment. 
 

Support noted. No modification required. 

16 3.4 House Builders 
Federation 

 
 
 

Yes No The HBF are supportive of Strategic 

Priority 4 which looks to ‘support the 

provision of a range of housing that 

encourages more working age people 

Support noted. No modification required. 
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and families to live in the National Park 

or one of its gateway settlements’.  

 

The HBF are also generally supportive 

of Spatial Objective 5 which looks ‘to 

make the National Park (and its 

gateway settlements) a more attractive 

option for young adults and people of 

working age to live and work in’. 

 

The HBF consider that it is important 

that the Vision, Strategic Priorities and 

Spatial Objectives are aligned to 

ensure that the full housing needs of 

the current and future residents are 

met. 

 

16 3.5 National 
Farmers Union 

Yes No We welcome the Plans ambition to 
allow support sustainable rural growth, 
attract more families and workers to 
live in the National Park and help 
retain young people.  
 
Reviewing the Proposed Strategic 
Spatial Objectives for the Local 
Plan, we note that objective 7 aims to 
encourage the location of 
development, but lacks details on how 
such an objective would avoid 
disadvantaging communities who have 
faced cuts to services and facilities.   
 

Support noted for ambition for 
sustainable growth.  
 
Policy DM1 seeks to ensure services 
and facilities serving existing 
communities are protected as far as 
possible through the planning system.    
 

No modification required. 

19 ST1 Environment 
Agency 

 

Yes No It is good to see reference to the Water 
Framework Directive with regard to 
water quality. 
 

Support noted. No modification required. 

19 ST1 Highways 
England 

 

Yes No The policy reference has been 
amended from “Policy 1” to “Policy 
ST1”. It is noted that the policy has 
been amended primarily with two 
additional points k and l. These 

Support noted. No modification required. 
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additional requirements are not 
considered to be of any particular 
relevance to Highways England and do 
not represent a material change in 
terms of influence at the SRN. 
Therefore, support can be maintained 
for this policy and no further comment 
or representation is considered 
necessary. 
 

21 4.19 Mineral 
Products 
Association 

 No Para 4.19 of preferred options. The 
use of Local stone. We support the use 
of local stone and vernacular to help 
maintain local characteristics. We 
supported this approach but it has now 
been deleted. We are disappointed 
that this paragraph has been deleted. 
It was a useful statement of fact and 
suggest the wording is reinstated.   
 
This narrative was extremely helpful as 
it indicated that the authority was 
seeking to avoid repetition in policies 
through the use of strategic policies 
such as ST1, ST2 and ST3. However 
the deletion of the narrative and the 
insertion of specific policies is notable 
and unnecessary (see comments for 
DM16 below).  
 

The supporting text of Policy ST2 was 
deleted in error during formatting of the 
Publication Draft. 
 
The wording from the preferred options 
version will be re-introduced and is 
considered appropriate for explaining 
about the need for good design and 
includes reference to local stone, 
vernacular and character. 
 
There were no previous objections to 
the supporting text to Policy ST2 and 
therefore this is considered to be a 
minor modification. 
 

The wording from the preferred options 
version will be re-introduced before 
Policy ST2: 
 
General Development Principles 
 
4.20 It is important that new 
development is to a high standard of 
design and quality, so that it can serve 
many generations to come. Most 
development has a visual impact but 
some forms of development also have 
a long-term impact on the intensity of 
use in an area, for example in terms of 
vehicle movements or use of services 
such as shops, waste collection or 
water supply. If new development is of 
a high quality it will add to the high 
quality of the 
National Park environment and will 
tend to encourage spending, create 
employment and maintain quality of 
life for residents. 
 
4.21 Design is a key aspect of 
sustainable development. It goes to 
the heart of most planning proposals. 
Attitudes to design, especially in an 
area with such a strong vernacular 
built tradition, are shaped by what has 
gone before but will also need to adapt 
to suit changing technologies, 
materials, climate, building styles and 
expectations. 
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4.22 Northumberland National Park 
has a distinctive built heritage that is 
recognised as one of its most 
cherished qualities. The use of local 
stone and vernacular design with little 
architectural detail is characteristic of 
the area. The challenge lies in 
managing change in a sympathetic 
way to ensure that new buildings 
respond to modern needs yet sit in 
harmony with the historic structures in 
the surrounding area. This needs to 
start with a clear appreciation of 
context, so that proposals can be 
designed to ‘fit in’, without slavishly 
reproducing designs from the past. 
With larger scale development it will 
require an understanding of how the 
site relates to the wider landscape. 
 
4.23 The rural nature of the National 
Park clearly requires different 
solutions from an urban environment. 
National Park designation also brings 
with it a requirement for planning 
decisions to conserve and enhance 
the cultural heritage, wildlife and 
natural beauty of the area. The 
consequence is that development 
solutions will tend to be more 
restrictive and require greater 
sensitivity to their context. The 
National Park Authority nevertheless 
encourages innovation in architecture, 
materials and technology for new 
buildings but will normally require 
more traditional methods for changes 
to historic buildings. 
 
4.24 To help designers and 
developers respond to these 
challenges the Authority has an extant 
Design Guide SPD that provides 
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advice about, and examples of, the 
quality expected. The Authority uses it 
to influence proposals and to negotiate 
on schemes during pre-application 
discussion and to support decisions on 
planning applications. The Design 
Guide SPD will be updated as part of 
the Local Plan review. 
 

22 ST2 Coal Authority No No We previously supported this policy as 
it included consideration of unstable 
land, we are disappointed to note that 
the wording has now been amended 
and reference to unstable removed.    
 
Suggest insert into ST2 
 
l) The proposal, is located near to 
land known or suspected of being 
contaminated or unstable, a full 
assessment demonstrates that it 
will not give rise to unacceptable 
risks and is suitable for the 
proposed use.  This may require 
suitable remedial works to be 
carried out in advance of 
development.  
 

NNPA agree that it is important to 
consider unstable land in relation to 
development. At present there is no 
policy within the Core Strategy and the 
Development Management team 
considered that the NPPF (para 170) 
was sufficient to determine 
applications.  
 
Nevertheless, given the extent of coal 
works that the Coal Authority outlined 
in their representation, the NNPA 
propose to add an additional criteria 
slightly amended from that proposed 
by the Coal Authority to ST2. 
 

Insertion of part m into ST2: 
m) The proposal is located near to land 
known or suspected of being 
contaminated or unstable, an 
assessment shall accompany an 
application and demonstrate that the 
proposal will not give rise to 
unacceptable risks. Such an 
assessment shall include suitable 
remedial measures including 
timeframes for when such measures 
will be undertaken.  
 

22 ST2 Highways 
England 

 

Yes No The policy reference has been 
amended from “Policy 2” to “Policy 
ST2”, with the policy provisions having 
been significantly amended and 
expanded upon. In particular, 
Highways England was supportive of 
the previous policy provision which 
sought to ensure that new 
development, “does not prejudice 
highway safety or cause unacceptable 
levels of traffic that would harm the 
environment or capacity of the local 
road network”. It is noted that, whilst 
criteria i) maintains the provision 
relating to highway safety, reference to 
unacceptable levels of traffic and 

Support noted. The comments from 
Highways England need to be 
considered in proportion to the level of 
development that NNP is subject to. It 
receives just 90 planning applications 
per year . The majority of proposals fall 
as small scale minor development with 
just one major application being 
received every two to four years. This 
level of small scale development would 
not affect the strategic road network. 
The Policy was adapted to take local 
circumstances and known levels of 
development into account. Policy DM9 
would be relevant in those 
circumstances.  

No modification required. 



APPENDIX 21 
detriment to capacity on the road 
network is no longer incorporated 
within the policy.  
 
Whilst we can generally maintain 
support for the policy, we consider that 
the removal of these provisions makes 
the policy less robust from a transport 
and infrastructure perspective. Whilst 
the implications are more pertinent to 
the local road network, this could 
potentially have implications for the 
SRN and as such we would 
recommend that this wording is 
reinstated. 

 
If a large scale development comes 
forward, then Strategic Policy ST3 for 
Major development would come into 
play. The presumption against major 
development would enable the 
Authority to consider the impact upon 
the Strategic road network.   
 

24 ST3 Highways 
England 

 

Yes No The policy reference has been 
amended from “Policy 3” to “Policy 
ST3” and the policy text has been 
significantly amended; this includes the 
removal of the requirement for 
development to not have any 
detrimental effects on the transport 
network and the extent to which such 
impacts could be mitigated, which was 
previously supported by Highways 
England.  
 
Whilst we can generally maintain 
support for the policy, we consider that 
the removal of these provisions makes 
the policy less robust from a transport 
and infrastructure perspective. Whilst 
the implications are more pertinent to 
the local road network, given the 
proximity of the SRN, there is still the 
potential for major development to 
have implications for the SRN, either 
individually or cumulatively, such as 
when taking into consideration 
development in neighbouring 
authorities. As such, we would 
therefore recommend that this wording 
is reinstated 
 

The NNPA agree that reference to the 
transport network should be included 
within the Strategic Major development 
policy.  

It is therefore proposed to insert 
reference d) 
 
e) Whether all possible measures have 
been taken to minimise adverse effects 
on the special qualities of the National 
Park, the landscape and recreational 
opportunities and the extent to which 
these could be mitigated. 
 
e) Whether all possible measures have 
been taken to minimise any adverse  
effects on the special qualities of the 
National Park; the ability for the public 
to understand and enjoy the special 
qualities; the setting of historic assets; 
natural resources; and the transport 
network and the extent to which these 
could be mitigated;  
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24 ST4 Highways 

England 
 

Yes No This policy was previously titled “Policy 
4: Settlement Hierarchy” and has been 
re-worded and expanded upon as “Policy 
ST4: Spatial Strategy”. In particular, 
support can be provided for the 
rewording of part 2 which clarifies that 
development will be supported in Local 
Centres and Smaller Villages where it 
would be proportionate to the size of the 
settlement as previously stipulated by 
Highways England.  
Given the remaining provisions remain 
consistent with the previous draft, 
support can be maintained for this 
policy and no further comment or 
representation is considered 
necessary. 

Support noted. No modification required. 

25 ST4 House Builders 
Federation 
 

No Yes The HBF does not consider that Policy 

ST4 is sound, as it is not justified or 

consistent with national policy for the 

following reasons: 

 

Paragraph 4.41 highlights that that the 

population of the park is ageing, with a 

continuing, strong, increase in the 

proportion of the resident population 

over 65 years of age. Whilst this is, 

perhaps, not surprising it does indicate 

potential difficulties in maintaining 

economic and social wellbeing with a 

stagnant population size but ageing 

demographic. This will inevitably 

reduce the potential workforce and 

population vitality in the future. The 

HBF therefore consider that the NNPA 

should seek to address this loss of 

working age population over the period 

of the plan, including through the 

provision of an appropriate range and 

number of homes. 

The Housing Topic Paper explains the 
justification for the Authority’s 
approach to Housing.  
 
The HBF suggest that amendments to 
the wording of para 4.45 for the 
removal of the words ‘up to’ in relation 
to the 160 dwellings identified as the 
OAHN. The NNPA consider this would 
not be appropriate and this is 
supported by the 2017 SHMA.  
 
NNPA comments that given the local 
circumstances this is very unlikely to 
be an issue that would ever arise. The 
Housing Topic Paper explains that 
there is very limited interest in building 
new housing within the National Park. 
In 2018/19 no applications were 
submitted to the LPA for new housing. 
So far in 2019/2020 one new house 
has been submitted and approved on a 
site in an established settlement.  
 
The NNPA agrees that they do not 
wish to limit the aspirations of local 
people or limit the potential for new 

No modification required. 
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Paragraph 4.45 states that the 

Objectively Assessed Housing Need 

(OAHN) for Northumberland National 

Park is for up to approximately 160 

units over the plan period (2017 – 

2037) with approximately 40 of these 

being affordable. Paragraph 4.47 goes 

on to state that this plan will not 

allocate housing sites nor will it contain 

a housing delivery target. In terms of 

the scale of housing provision the HBF 

is mindful of the status of the area as a 

National Park and therefore does not 

consider unrestricted housing growth 

should occur. It is, however, important 

that the National Park retains its vitality 

and places due weight upon its duty to; 

‘seek to foster the economic and social 

wellbeing of local communities’. 

Therefore, the HBF would recommend 

the removal of the words ‘up to’ in 

paragraph 4.45 in relation to the 160 

dwellings identified as the OAHN. The 

NNPA will need to ensure that the 

housing provision does not limit the 

aspirations of local people or limit the 

potential for new younger residents to 

provide or take up economic 

opportunities within the National Park, 

particularly in relation to appropriately 

sized family homes. 

 

Policy ST4 provides a settlement 

hierarchy and states that ‘development 

should support the service function of 

Local Centre and the sustainability of 

Smaller Village by providing additional 

younger residents to provide or take up 
economic opportunities within the 
National Park, however the National 
Park is not a suitable location for 
unrestricted growth.  
 
The HBF refer to the Authority as a 
Council. We are special purpose local 
authority that has no responsibility for 
Housing provision but it is 
Northumberland County Council who is 
the Housing Authority. The suggestion 
that we are a council with all their 
powers is misleading.  
 
The HBF seek assurances that the 
need for dwellings to be either a 
principal residence or affordable 
housing will not be an impediment to 
the effective delivery of homes. The 
Authority considers that the Principal 
residence restriction is a significant 
change from the local needs criteria 
set out in the current Core strategy. 
Due to the limitations of the planning 
use classes order, the Authority wish 
to ensure that any new housing is not 
used for second homes or holiday 
homes. The Authority has 20% of its 
housing stock not in full time 
occupation and therefore consider the 
HBF should be supporting such a 
move, to ensure that any new housing 
is used for housing for the needs of the 
population.  
 
The Authority has not placed a size 
limitation on new dwellings as other 
National Park Authorities limited the 
size and therefore family homes are 
being supported by the NNPA.      
 
The HBF raise concerns regarding the 
occupancy restrictions.  The NNPA 
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small scale housing (principal 

residence or affordable) . . . that would 

be proportionate to the size of each 

settlement’. Paragraph 4.53 defines 

‘principal residence housing’ as a form 

of market housing controlled by a 

mechanism which ensures it can be 

lived in by anyone but only as their 

principal residence. The HBF seek 

assurances from the Council that the 

need for dwellings to be either a 

principal residence or affordable 

housing will not be an impediment to 

the effective delivery of homes. The 

HBF have concerns in relation to these 

restrictions and the potential 

implications they could have on the 

delivery of homes, including the 

potential to deliver infrastructure and 

other policy requirements set out in the 

plan. The HBF also have concerns in 

relation to the principal residence 

requirements and the impacts this 

could have on future financing and the 

rights of occupants. 

 

propose to review the Local Plan within 
5 years from adoption, and from 
monitoring reports which will be carried 
out on an annual basis, and will 
reassess the housing provision to 
ensure that the housing needs of 
current and future residents are being 
met.   

30 ST5 Highways 
England 
 

Yes No This policy was previously titled “Policy 
10: Providing a range and choice of 
housing”. It has been re-worded and 
expanded upon as “Policy ST5: New 
Housing”. The amendments to the Policy 
do not represent a material change in 
terms of impact at the SRN. As such, 
support can be maintained for this policy 
and no further comment or 
representation is considered necessary. 

Support noted. No modification required. 

30 ST5 House Builders 
Federation 
 

No Yes The HBF does not consider that Policy 

ST5 is sound, as it is not justified or 

consistent with national policy for the 

The NNPA consider the Policy is 
worded to be flexible and allow a mix 
of dwellings in terms of size, type and 
tenure depending upon the local 

No modification required. 
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following reasons: 

 

Parts 1 and 2 of this policy require 
development to provide a mix of 
dwellings in terms of size, type and 
tenure and states that this will be 
assessed against information in the most 
recent SHMA. The HBF understands the 
need for a mix of dwelling types and is 
generally supportive of providing a range 
and choice of homes to meet the needs 
of the local area. It is, however, 
important that any policy is workable and 
ensures that housing delivery is 
appropriate, for example any SHMA will 
provide a snapshot in time and may be 
superseded by more up to date alternate 
sources of information. The HBF 
recommends a flexible approach is taken 
regarding housing mix which recognises 
that needs and demand may vary from 
area to area and site to site; ensures that 
the scheme is viable; and provides an 
appropriate mix for the location. 
 

circumstances of the site and the 
current evidence at the time of making 
the decision. The Authority has not 
prescribed this in any detail in the 
Policy. Para 4.51 considers the 
reasonable alternatives and explains 
how it has discounted having specific 
house size, tenure and type 
requirements. The policy will enable 
any up to date evidence being taken 
into account rather than the SHMA.  
 
As outlined above, the Local Plan is 
proposed to be reviewed within five 
years and therefore the monitoring of 
this policy will be carried out and 
reassessed. 
 

33 DM1 Campaign for 
National Parks 

No No The plan is unsound as this policy is 
not consistent with national policy 
since it fails to make reference to the 
policy presumption against road 
building in National Parks.  
 
There is nothing in the wording of the 
policy or the supporting text to suggest 
that this policy covers only certainly 
types of infrastructure and on the basis 
that is intended to cover all types of 
infrastructure, there is a need for it to 
include reference to relevant national 
policy on road-building.  
 

New road building is not identified as a 
risk or a threat for Northumberland 
National Park. Across the whole of the 
National Park there is not a single 
trunk road, let alone motorway. There 
are two A roads (A68 and A696) that 
go through the Park and a few A roads 
that are close to the edge of the Park 
(such as the A696). All other roads are 
either B and C classified or 
unclassified roads. There is no 
pressure for road building.  
 
Given the local circumstances of 
Northumberland National Park it is 
considered that although an 
application is extremely unlikely to be 
submitted within the life of the plan, the 

No modification required to policy but 
propose to include definition of 
Infrastructure in supporting text after 
para 5.3: 
 
The 2017 NNPA Infrastructure Plan 
recognises infrastructure as a wide-
ranging term comprising the physical 
network of services and facilities that 
are required for an area to function 
properly. Infrastructure is considered to 
include, but is not limited to, the 
following:  

 Public transport & roads;  

 Flood defences;  

 Schools and other 
education/childcare 
provision;  



APPENDIX 21 
proposed Major Development policy 
(ST3) would be sufficient to enable 
such a proposal to be assessed.     
 

 GP surgeries and other 
healthcare facilities;  

 Community meeting places 
and facilities;  

 Social care facilities;  

 Energy supply and 
distribution;  

 Telecommunications,  

 Water and wastewater 
supply/disposal;  

 Key retail outlets;  

 Emergency services;  

 Sports and recreational 
facilities;  

 Cultural institutions like 
libraries and museums;  

 Waste processing & disposal 
facilities. 

 

33 DM1 Highways 
England 
 

Yes No This policy was previously titled: 
“Policy 6: Community Facilities”. It; has 
been re-worded and expanded upon 
as “Policy DM1: Community Facilities 
and Infrastructure” to include 
provisions relating to infrastructure 
delivery and protection. The policy 
provisions relating to community 
facilities remains consistent with the 
previous draft and as such Highways 
England’s previous comments remain 
applicable and support can therefore 
be maintained.  
 
With regards to the provisions relating 
to infrastructure, the policy and 
supporting text is worded as such that 
it is not clear as to the types of 
infrastructure to which it relates. It has 
therefore been assumed that it is all 
encompassing and as such includes 
transport infrastructure. On this 
premise, Highways England has no 
particular concerns with the 

Maintenance of support noted.  
 
Similar to comments made above by 
CNP, it is proposed to provide more 
detail regarding what types of 
Infrastructure are included within this 
policy.  
 

See above. 
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requirements identified in the 
supporting criteria for new and 
improved infrastructure but as noted, 
would recommend that the policy 
clarifies the scope of infrastructure to 
which it relates. 
 

33 DM1 National 
Farmers Union 

Yes No Whilst the Plan clearly acknowledges 
the challenges of mobile and 
broadband coverage across the Park 
and the need to support new 
infrastructure. We seek the assurance 
that the Park will support all spectrums 
of coverage and not just focus upon 
high-speed. Policy DM1: Community 
Facilities and Infrastructure could be 
bolstered to further specifically support 
mobile and broadband coverage.  
 

The NFU seek reassurance that this 
relates to all spectrums of mobile and 
broadband coverage. NNPA can 
confirm this and explain that the policy 
does not mention high speed. Only 
considering high speed connections 
would not reflect the local 
circumstances where still some 5% of 
the park’s residents do not have 
electricity let alone mobile and 
broadband coverage.  
 
Para 5.5 clearly states that this policy 
relates to broadband and mobile 
telecommunications and the NPAs 
recognition of the important role this is 
to the residents and business of the 
National Park. 

No modification required. 

37 DM3 House Builders 
Federation 
 

No Yes The HBF does not consider that Policy 

DM3 is sound, as it is not justified or 

consistent with national policy for the 

following reasons: 

 

This policy requires developments of 

more than 5 dwellings within a Local 

Centre to provide 50% affordable 

dwellings. However, the Residential 

Appraisals from the Viability 

Assessment Report, do indicate that 

there are viability issues for some of 

the site typologies when the 50% 

policy is applied, for example Scheme 

O (7 units, brownfield), Scheme P (10 

units, brownfield), Scheme W (7 units, 

The Viability Addendum report has 
been amended with the profit on 
market units adjusted to 15% to reflect 
these comments and PPG. Profit on 
affordable units has been retained at 
6% following discussions with 
Registered Providers. 
 
Policy DM3 (4) ensures that proposed 
schemes can proceed if viability issues 
are presented. Although the direction 
of this policy has not been changed, 
NNPA proposes modifying the wording 
as shown to make the criteria clearer. 
 

Viability report market unit profit to 
15% of GDV. 
 
Modifications to Policy DM3 (4) which 
states that: ‘where a scheme is 
proposed within a Local Centre and 
there are exceptional circumstances 
which demonstrate that the delivery of 
the required proportion of affordable 
housing would not be financially viable, 
the Authority will consider an element 
of a larger proportion of principal 
residence housing as part of a revised 
proposal’. 
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brownfield site) and Scheme X (10 

units, brownfield site). 

 

The HBF also note that the Viability 

Assessment assumes a profit of 6% on 

market dwellings, this does not appear 

to be in conformity with PPG which 

states that ‘for the purpose of plan 

making an assumption of 15-20% of 

gross development value (GDV) may 

be considered a suitable return to 

developers in order to establish the 

viability of plan policies’ (PPG ID: 10-

018). 

 

37 DM3 Northumberland 
County Council 

Yes No Policy DM3 seeks to secure affordable 
housing in the national park for those 
in need of affordable housing who also 
have a local connection. We welcome 
this policy and the local connection 
criteria, which will enable residents to 
remain in their local area and help 
sustain local communities. 
 
The Council recognises that the larger 
settlements close to the National Park, 
including Bellingham, Haltwhistle, 
Rothbury and Wooler, with a greater 
range of services, facilities and 
transport links, may provide for some 
of the housing needs of the National 
Park, including affordable housing. 
While it is noted that the requirements 
of Policy DM3 part 3 differ from the 
requirement in neighbouring areas as 
set out in the emerging 
Northumberland Local Plan, the level 
of need in the National Park is very 
small. The Council looks forward to 
working closely with 
the NNPA to ensure that both policies 
are complementary, and that 

The close working relationship with 
Northumberland County Council is 
confirmed and NNPA confirm that NCC 
as Housing Authority would provide 
evidence and support in ensuring that 
the affordable housing in any NNPA 
areas would be suitable in terms of 
appropriate tenure for the local 
requirements. This has happened in 
the past and will continue to happen in 
the future.     
 

No modification required. 



APPENDIX 21 
affordable homes of the appropriate 
tenure are delivered where they are 
required. 
 

39 DM4 National 
Farmers Union  

Yes No Paragraph 5.24 summarises the 
provision of conditions that restrict the 
occupancy of existing houses on the 
same agricultural unit, but only briefly 
outlines relaxing such conditions. Due 
to fundamental changes to the 
agricultural sector post Brexit and 
CAP, acknowledgement of such 
challenges and further details on this 
would be beneficial.  
 
Furthermore, paragraph 5.29 would 
also benefit from acknowledging the 
fundamental changes to the 
agricultural sector post Brexit and CAP 
(5.29 (b) and tenancy reform) and 
(5.29 (c) and economic viability without 
support) as outlined in the Economic 
Futures and Employment Demand 
Study (May 2018).   
 

In relation to restricted occupancies for 
existing houses, part 2 of Policy DM4 
allows for restrictions to be relaxed. 
However it does not prescribe exact 
details. At present the authority cannot 
predict the implications for Brexit on 
farmers but NNPA consider the policy 
is flexible enough for applicants to 
demonstrate the circumstances at the 
time. The present Core Strategy does 
not have any mention of agricultural 
workers housing and the NNPA rely 
solely on National Policy.  
 
This policy is considered appropriate to 
allow local circumstances to be taken 
into account and set out the 
circumstances when new housing and 
lifting of conditions would be permitted.  
 
It is proposed to review the Local Plan 
within 5 years and therefore there will 
be more certainty with respect to 
Brexit. This policy would be reviewed 
as part of the Review.   
 

No modification required. 

41 DM5 National 
Farmers Union  

Yes No We note that Policy DM5: 
Accommodation for Gypsies, Roma 
and Travellers section 1 (e) covers 
essential infrastructure and services, 
but does not mention any provision of 
space for any associated livestock 
(horses, etc.) that the community may 
have. We would welcome details on 
how the authority would treat such 
livestock within the plan to avoid any 
adverse issues associated (highways, 
trespass, etc.).  
 

NNPA is a special purpose local 
authority rather than a housing 
authority with responsibilities for 
providing sites and housing for 
gypsies. It is considered that should 
the Housing authority or individual 
applicants wish to include land for 
livestock along with permanent sites 
the proposed policy would be able to 
be consider the impact upon the 
surrounding area. 

No modification required. 

48 DM7  Highways Yes No This policy was previously titled “Policy Support noted. No modification required. 
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England 
 

18: A sustainable local economy”. It 
has been re-worded and expanded 
upon as “Policy DM7: Rural Economy 
and Diversification”. These 
amendments include more robust 
provisions relating to access and traffic 
generated by new economic 
development, including new provisions 
which state that proposals should have 
safe site access for development by 
the existing road network, and should 
not lead to unacceptable harm 
resulting from traffic impacts. 
Consequently, support can be 
maintained for this policy and no 
further comment or representation is 
considered necessary.  
 

50 DM9  Highways 
England 
 

Yes No This policy was previously titled: 
“Policy 20: Accessibility and 
Connectivity”. and incorporates some 
minor re-wording as “Policy DM9: 
Transport and Accessibility”. The 
amendments to the policy do not 
represent a material change and as 
such Highways England’s previous 
support can be maintained. Therefore, 
no further comment or representation 
is considered necessary.  
 

Support noted. No modification required. 

50 DM9  Northumberland 
County Council 
 

Yes No Policy DM9 refers, amongst other 
things, to ensuring that proportionate 
transport and accessibility needs are 
incorporated into new development 
proposals. However, it is questionable 
whether "proportionate" is sufficiently 
precise and defensible to ensure that, 
in particular, the safe operation of the 
highway network is protected from 
indiscriminate car parking arising from 
insufficient car parking space being 
incorporated into developments.  
 
In this context it is noted that the policy 

NNPA consult with NCC as the 
Highway Authority, who provide advice 
on safe access and Highways. The 
policy has been drafted having regard 
to the small scale nature of the 
majority of the developments proposed 
within Northumberland National Park.  
 
NNPA agree that reference to 
“appropriate” car parking provision in 
this Policy would clarify the wording of 
the policy and by adding further 
supporting text, cross reference the car 
parking standards set out in the 

Policy DM9 part e) NNPA propose to 
amend the word ‘proportionate’ with 
‘appropriate’:  
 
Ensure that proportionate 
appropriate transport and 
accessibility needs are 
incorporated into new 
development proposals 
(including the provision of 
cycling facilities car and cycle 
parking and supporting 
infrastructure; 
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also refers to minimising the overall 
need for journeys and maximising the 
proportion of journeys by public 
transport, cycling and walking. 
Nevertheless, this does not necessarily 
address the potential 
requirement, for example, for vehicles 
to be suitably contained within 
residential development while owners 
undertake non-private vehicle trips. 
 
In view of the above it is recommended 
that car parking standards, based on 
the Submission Northumberland Local 
Plan Annex, are included in the 
Northumberland National Park 
Authority Plan. 
 

Northumberland Local Plan, which are 
used by the same Highways Authority.    
 
 

Propose an additional paragraph in the 
supporting text, after 5.62:  
  
The National Park Authority consults 
with the Highway Authority 
(Northumberland County Council) on 
all developments where access and 
transport is a relevant planning 
consideration. Where planning for car 
parking to serve residential 
development, it is recognised that car 
ownership varies most directly in 
relation to dwelling size. This is 
reflected in the parking standards for 
residential development which require 
variable provision based on the 
number of bedrooms in the dwelling. 
The Authority will refer to the parking 
standards in the Northumberland 
County Council Local Plan Annex 
which sets out the level of off-street car 
parking in new development. As with 
Northumberland County Council 
standards, in relation to non-residential 
development, the standards are not 
expressed as either a maximum or a 
minimum. Instead, they provide an 
indication of the appropriate level of 
parking for different uses. With regard 
to residential development, parking 
requirements are expressed as the 
minimum level that would normally be 
required. Cycle parking will be required 
at new and extended Community 
Facilities, Leisure facilities, visitor 
facilities and tourist accommodation. 
 

52 DM10 Environment 
Agency 

 

Yes No We are pleased to see mention of an 
ambition for Net Gain as per the 
revised NPPF. Ideally this is strategic 
to ensure enhancements of existing 
habitats and species. 

Support noted. In relation to the 
comment on this being part of the 
Strategic policies, the NNPA agree that 
Net Gain is important. It wasn’t 
included within the strategic policies 
due to the scale of developments that 
are received by NNPA, however on 

NNPA propose to add additional words 
to part h) of ST2. Although the 
Environment Agency commented on 
DM10, as per their comment ‘ideally 
this is strategic…’, the change has 
been made to ST2: 
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further consideration a more 
transparent approach could be 
achieved through the addition of 
reference to net gain in biodiversity.   
 

h) Opportunities are taken to enhance 
local wildlife and biodiversity, including 
providing net gain, that are 
proportionate to the development 
proposed.   
 
 

56 DM11 Campaign for 
National Parks 

No No The Local Plan is unsound as this 
policy is not justified or effective. The 
wording has been amended since the 
preferred options consultation and the 
requirement to remove redundant 
development has been removed. This 
was something that we particularly 
welcomed and which would help 
deliver the first National Park purpose.  
 
 

This requirement to remove redundant 
development was deleted from DM11 
on the basis that it was already 
covered in Strategic Policy ST1 d).   
 
 

No modification required. 

56 DM11 National 
Farmers Union 

Yes No Whilst we note the ambition of Policy 
DM11: Landscape, Tranquillity and 
Dark Skies, we are also aware that 
such policies can occasionally be at 
odds with the safe management of 
livestock or movement of vehicles 
during the hours of dusk or darkness. 
 

We note the comments regarding 
security lighting but confirm that this 
policy protecting the designated dark 
sky park does not preclude any lighting 
for security and safety purposes. There 
are a number of lights that can be used 
to ensure security in rural areas which 
are also dark sky compliant. The 
authority has produced an information 
sheet and is looking to create a SPD 
providing such information for all types 
of location. The NNPA are in 
discussions with the NFU to produce a 
useful information sheet for farmers 
and rural businesses. 
 

No modification required. 

60 DM13 National 
Farmers Union 

Yes No This policy could benefit from further 
clarity to ensure that those wishing to 
adopt such technology are supported. 
Section 1 gives no clear remit for what 
is meant by ‘small-scale’ and so would 
be supported.  
 
Furthermore, section 1 (g) “Any 
planning impacts identified by the 
affected local community have been 

NNPA considers the flexibility of Policy 
DM13 allows the local circumstances 
to be considered. Small scale will 
depend upon the circumstances. This 
is outlined in para 5.93 which refers to 
equipment that allows energy 
demands for a single property or local 
community rather than large scale 
developments that provide energy for 
the national level.  

No modification required. 
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sufficiently addressed” is extremely 
wide in scope “any” and as such, we 
would welcome further clarity.    
 

 
Part g) of the Policy referring to “any 
affects” on local community reflects the 
wording in the Written Ministerial 
Statement from 2015 which likewise is 
wide in scope. The NNPA do not 
propose to identify all the issues that 
would be raised by local communities. 
 

60 DM13 Northumberland 
County Council 
 

Yes No The policy approach for renewable and 
low carbon energy in the 
Northumberland National Park Local 
Plan is supported. It is considered that 
the policy will support development 
that is of a scale that is appropriate to 
the context of the Northumberland 
National Park. 
 

Support noted. No modification required. 

68 DM16 Highways 
England 
 

Yes No Highways England can generally be 
supportive of this policy and the 
requirement for minerals related 
development to appropriately assess 
its effects on the road network, as part 
of a planning application, to ensure 
that it will not have an unacceptable 
impact on traffic. 
 
Notwithstanding this, it is 
recommended that the policy includes 
provisions requiring proposals to 
consider the cumulative impacts 
arising from minerals development and 
other forms of development, which is a 
particularly pertinent consideration for 
traffic impacts on the operation of the 
SRN.  
 

Whilst the comments are noted by 
NNPA, the local circumstances are 
such that most minerals development 
would be considered as Major 
Development. If they are not major 
development it would be extremely 
unlikely to affect the strategic road 
network.  
 
Given any scale of minerals 
development that would affect the 
Strategic road network would be 
considered to be major development 
the above proposed changes (in 
HE003) will allow NNPA to consider 
the impact on the road network under 
Policy ST3.      

No modification required. 

68 DM16 
(1) 

Mineral 
Products 
Association 

No No The policy is much changed from the 
proposed Preferred Options policy and 
the previous comments are therefore 
of limited value. Unfortunately, we do 
not believe the revised policy is 
planned positively. We believe 
subsection 1) should be amended.  

NNPA consider that given national 
planning policy provides a presumption 
against major development in national 
parks, it is considered that this policy 
needs to be worded in the negative 
rather than the Minerals Association’s 
positive approach suggested. The 

No modification required. 
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Amend subsection 1) accordingly to 
read:-  
“1) In exceptional circumstances 
major minerals development will not be 
permitted other than in exceptional 
circumstances and where it can be 
demonstrated that the proposal is in 
the public interest of assessing …. 
 

NNPA consider this policy meets with 
National Policy and the wording should 
remain as proposed. 

68 DM16 
(2) 

Mineral 
Products 
Association 

No No The “scale” of the quarry extension will 
be determined by the socio-economic 
considerations, through sustainable 
considerations, and through 
addressing the criteria specified in 
Policies ST1, ST2 & where appropriate 
ST3. Also, the policy does not consider 
new quarry development. The wording 
of the policy should be amended 
 
Amend subsection 2) accordingly to 
read:-  
“2) The small-scale expansion of 
existing quarries, new quarry 
developments, or the extension of 
time for minerals operations will be 
permitted where it can be 
demonstrated ….…”  
This is consistent with subsection 5 
 

NNPA comment that the scale of the 
development needs to reflect national 
policy and large scale expansion or 
new quarry developments need to 
relate to the national policy 
presumption against major 
development.  
 
The NNPA consider this draft policy 
accords with National Policy and 
should be retained. Taking local 
circumstances into account, NNP has 
one working quarry at Harden Quarry. 
The Authority has permitted the 
expansion of the Quarry and an 
extension of time for this quarry with a 
much more restrictive Core Strategy 
policy (Core Strategy Policy 23).    

No modification required. 

68 DM16 
(3) 

Mineral 
Products 
Association 

No No The subsection as worded, does not 
accord the NPPF.  
 
The NPPF states at Para 205 – “When 
determining planning applications, 
great weight should be given to the 
benefits of mineral extraction including 
to the economy. In considering 
proposals for mineral  

Whilst national policy relating to 
mineral extraction is relevant, it is 
essential to ensure that Local Plan 
policies are effective at serving the 
purposes of the National Park. These 
purposes are set out in the National 
Parks and Access to Countryside Act 
1949, as amended by the Environment 
Act, 1995.  
 
These place conservation and 
enhancement of the natural beauty of 
the National Park effectively above the 
social and economic statutory duty as 

No modification required. 
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extraction, mineral planning 
authorities should  
a) as far as is practical, (Our 
underlining) provide for the 
maintenance of landbanks of non-
energy minerals from outside 
National Parks……”  
f) Consider how to meet any 
demand for small-scale extraction of 
building stone at, or close to, relic 
quarries for the repair of heritage 
assets, taking account of the need 
to protect designated sites; and  
g) recognise the small-scale nature 
and impact of building and roofing 
stone quarries, and the need for a 
flexible approach to the duration of 
permissions reflecting the 
intermittent or low rate of working at 
many sites.  
It is notable that there is no 
definition of “small-scale” and the 
NPPF does not restrict such 
operations to addressing a “local 
need”.  
 
Amend subsection 3) accordingly to 
read:-  
“Small Scale quarrying of traditional 
building stone will be permitted 
where it accords with subsection  
above can be demonstrated that 
there is an identified local need for 
the stone which will conserve, 
maintain or enhance the fabric or 
character of the National Park.”  

 

legislation is clear that the duty (which 
focusses on local communities only) 
must be delivered within National Park 
purposes. It is then important to note 
that national legislation sits above all 
local and national policies including the 
NPPF. As such this policy has been 
written to support the statutory 
purposes of conserving or enhancing 
the special qualities. 
 

68 DM16 
(4a) 

Mineral 
Products 
Association 

No No Minimising environmental and in 
particular socio-economic impacts may 
not be the desired outcome of either 
the policy or any development 
proposed. Indeed, there is a likelihood 
that the socio-economic impacts of a 
development should be maximised.  

In the National Park which is 
designated for its special qualities the 
environmental impacts must be more 
than managed, but should be 
minimised. It is accepted that some 
impacts can be positive and therefore 
a minor change is proposed.  

DM16 (4): In all cases minerals 
development applications, a) all 
reasonable mitigation measures must 
be provided for in the proposal, in 
order to minimise negative 
environmental and socioeconomic 
impacts and ensure the proposed 
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The second half of the proposed 
sentence seeks to control 
unacceptable adverse effects.  
 
We would therefore suggest the first 
part of subsection 4.a) is amended  
Amend subsection a) accordingly to 
read:-  
4. “In all cases:  
a) all reasonable mitigation 
measures must be provided for in 
the proposal, in order to minimise 
manage environmental and socio-
economic impacts … 
 

 

 operations do not have unacceptable 
adverse effects on the natural and 
historic environment or human health.; 
and b) the proposal must be consistent 
with other relevant policies in this Local 
Plan. 
 

68 DM16 
(4b) 

Mineral 
Products 
Association 

No No This subsection is too vague and it 
would benefit the reader if the relevant 
policies were identified. We assume 
the relevant policies are ST1, ST2 & 
ST3.  
 

In considering all applications whether 
minerals or not, all other policies within 
the plan must be considered. In effect 
this part is superfluous as Para 1.13 of 
the publication draft explains. It is 
important the plan is read as a whole.  
 
The reason all policies are not 
specifically named because not only 
are the strategic policies ST1, ST2, 
ST3 relevant but all DM policies 
relating to the special qualities (DM10, 
DM11, DM12, DM14 and DM15) and 
transport (DM9) are likely to be 
relevant.  
  
 

Given Para 1.12 NNPA are satisfied 
with deleting Part b) as above. 
 

68 DM16 
(6) 

Mineral 
Products 
Association 

No No As per the comments above in relation 
to the now deleted paragraph 4.22 and 
former policy 2, we suggest the 
wording of subsection 5.e) is deleted 
as it repeats the requirements of 
Policies ST1, ST2 & ST3. This could 
be addressed under a re-worded 
DM16. Subsection 4b as suggested 
above  
 

NNPA consider this is essential 
wording for the proposed restoration 
and after care of a site. 
 
The policies referenced by MPA just 
require consideration of these issues, 
whereas this policy signposts the 
importance of submission of appraisals 
to support the evidence.  

No modification required. 

68 DM16 Northumberland 
County Council 

Yes No This policy is supported and it is 
considered that this will provide a 

Support noted. No modification required. 
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suitable basis for the consideration of 
any future proposals for minerals 
extraction in the Northumberland 
National Park. 
 
The key cross boundary issues 
concerning minerals between 
Northumberland County Council and 
the Northumberland National Park 
Authority relate to aggregate minerals. 
Both authorities have worked 
collaboratively on a Joint Local 
Aggregates Assessment that covers 
both areas as well as to County 
Durham and Tyne and Wear. The Joint 
Local Aggregates Assessment 
recognises that there are no major 
supply issues across Northumberland 
for crushed rock in terms of overall 
quantum of permitted reserves and 
that the quantum of future provision 
can be met from sites outside of the 
Northumberland National Park. 
However, it does recognise that 
Harden Quarry produces a red-
coloured stone that cannot be supplied 
from other quarries within the area. 
 

70 DM17 Coal Authority Yes No The Coal Authority supports the 
notification that Mineral Safeguarding 
Areas are identified on the Policies 
Map.    
 

Support noted. No modification required. 

70 DM17 Coal Authority Yes No The Coal Authority is pleased to see 
the inclusion of this policy which sets 
out criteria against which proposals for 
mineral extraction will be assessed.   
   

Support noted. No modification required. 

70 DM17 Mineral 
Products 

Association 

No No We are generally supportive of the text 
in both Policy DM17 and the plan 
narrative (excluding the final sentence 
of para 5.124). However, the approach 
is unsound in that it is overly restrictive 
in the exceedingly small Minerals 

As these minerals are available in 
large quantities elsewhere outside the 
National Park the NNPA consider only 
those existing quarries should be 
safeguarded. 
  

No modification required. 
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Safeguarding Areas indicated on the 
Policies Map. The Policies Map and 
the MSAs do not appear to reflect the 
full extent of the known minerals 
resources within the National Park. 
These are clearly indicated on the 
BGS Minerals Resource Map and 
Report for Northumberland, which  
includes the area of the National Park.  
 
The Government’s Planning Practice 
Guidance is clear in that designated 
areas are not exempt from MSAs  
Whilst reference to the two quarries in 
5.124 is acknowledged and the 
safeguarding of resources adjacent to 
these sites critical, the MSAs identified 
do not identify areas of known mineral 
resources.  
 
Amend the policies map to reflect the 
known mineral resources of economic 
importance, together with any known 
minerals infrastructure.  
 

There is no evidence that there would 
be a shortage of those other minerals if 
the areas were not safeguarded.  
 
See comments from NCC. 

70 DM17 Northumberland 
County Council 

Yes No The inclusion of a policy dealing with 
mineral safeguarding and the 
proposed definition of mineral 
safeguarding areas is supported and is 
considered to be consistent with 
Paragraph 204 (c) in the NPPF 
(February 2019). Specifically 
identifying the existing quarries in the 
approach is considered to have merit. 
This should ensure that in determining 
proposals for new non-mineral 
development around these sites 
appropriate consideration is given to 
whether the new development would 
be adversely affected by the 
operations at these quarries or 
whether the existing permitted 
operations would adversely impact on 
the proposed new non-mineral 

Support noted. NCC agree with NNPA 
approach to only refer to existing 
mineral sources and there is no need 
for other minerals to be shown as 
safeguarded. 
   
 

NNPA consider to remove the last 
sentence of para 5.125 as it 
misrepresents the situation: 
 
The MSAs identified on the Policies 
Map will be taken from the Mineral 
Resources information produced by 
the British Geological Survey (BGS). 
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development. 
 
Notwithstanding this, it is suggested 
that a minor amendment is made to 
Paragraph 5.125 in order to provide 
some clarity on the approach that is 
being taken. The Policies Map shows 
and Paragraph 5.124 refers to Mineral 
Safeguarding Areas around the 
existing Harden Quarry and Cop Crag 
Quarry. However, Paragraph 5.125 
additionally refers to Mineral 
Safeguarding Areas based on the BGS 
mineral resources information but 
these are not shown on the Policies 
Map. In this context it is also unclear 
what is meant by the final sentence 
which states that "The MSAs identified 
on the Policies Map will be taken from 
the Mineral Resources information 
produced by the British Geological 
Survey (BGS)." 
 

71 DM18 Northumberland 
County Council 

Yes No This policy is supported and is 
considered to be consistent with 
National Planning Policy for Waste. 
It is suggested that a minor 
amendment to the title of the policy 
should be given some consideration to 
be clearer that this policy also deals 
with the provision of appropriate 
storage and segregation facilities to 
allow the collection of different waste 
streams for reuse and recycling and 
not just waste prevention in 
development. 
 

Support noted, suggestion 
acknowledged. 
 
 

NNPA propose the title of DM18 is 
changed to from Waste Prevention to 
Waste Management. 

71 DM19 Highways 
England 
 
 

Yes No This policy was previously titled “Policy 
32: Waste Management”; It 
incorporates some minor amendments 
from the previous draft, but none that 
are considered to be material or of 
significant concern to Highways 
England. As such, it is considered that 

Support noted. No modification required. 
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the previous comments remain 
pertinent and therefore no further 
comment or representation is 
considered necessary. 
 

71 DM19 Northumberland 
County Council 

Yes No The approach to waste management 
development proposals set out in 
Policy DM19 is supported. 
In earlier consultation responses on 
the National Park Local Plan and in 
discussions between Northumberland 
County Council and the 
Northumberland National Park 
Authority it has been recognised that 
the sparse rural nature of the 
Northumberland National Park means 
that there is not necessarily the critical 
mass of waste arising to support some 
types of facility and that the facilities in 
the main towns and service centres in 
the rest of Northumberland will have a 
role in terms of additionally serving 
communities in Northumberland 
National Park. 
 

Support noted. No modification required. 

 

- - Historic 
England  

 No Had no comments to make on the 
Local Plan. 

Response acknowledged. No modification required. 

- - National Grid  No Had no comments to make on the 
Local Plan. 

Response acknowledged. No modification required. 

- - Natural England Yes No Natural England have assessed the 
Publication draft of the 
Northumberland National Park and 
consider that the plan is sound. 

Support noted. No modification required. 

- - Northumbria 
Water 

Yes No We can confirm that we have reviewed 
the consultation document in detail 
and are supportive of the approach 
taken to sustainable water 
management. We have not repeated 
here details of comments provided in 
previous consultation responses, 
however would like to reiterate that we 
believe that the vision, objectives and 
policies contained within the Plan will 

Support noted. No modification required. 
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guide sustainable development in the 
National Park moving into the future. 

 


