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Item
1

Application
number and
Parish
21/02170/MRC
Alne

Respondent
Ward Member
Cllr N Knapton

1. The material will have less visual impact than the approved wood finish as it is colour
matched to the traditional brick work rather than contrasting.
2. Although a more contemporary design it lies in a transition point between the residential
and the farm / caravan site in clear view of a modern conservatory on a neighbouring
property as well as modern farm sheds.
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3. The angle by which the property can be viewed from Monk Green is small. None of the
overlooking residents have lodged any objection to the change of material. The
vernacular on Monk Green includes rendered white properties as well as traditional
brick.
It would appear that the community including the Parish Council are in favour of passing this
small change and are eagerly awaiting the opening of this much wanted community asset.
I hope the Committee is minded to pass this application.
I am unable to attend the Planning Committee on Thursday and would ask that the following
representations be brought to the attention of the committee.
The modern material proposed is red brick coloured and aesthetically would fit in with the
surrounding buildings better than the proposed timber cladding finish. This is complimented by
the traditional brick built gable end wall.
Whilst it would be a more contemporary building it is of a good standard and blends in with the
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Agenda Item 3

Ward Member
Cllr M Taylor

existing farm buildings and caravan site. It is situated within the conservation area but I would
submit that the use of this modern brick coloured material would cause little or no harm to the
area.
There is widespread support in the local community for this project which will provide a facility
that currently does not exist in the village and I hope the committee can support this
application.
2

21/02087/FUL

Officer
Comments
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Following the Committee site visit, further clarity has been sought from the applicant’s agent in
regard to whether the tanker in situ is to be removed and replaced with a new fixed tank and
subsequent bund to be installed around the tank given that the submitted plans only show a
bund. Clarity has also been sought in regards to the demonstration of the fuel pump on the
plans, type of fuel and thickness of skin of the tank (should one be proposed). This further
required information has not been provided and therefore it is proposed that an additional
reason for refusal as follows is added to the recommendation:
The applicant has failed to provide the Local Planning Authority with suitable clarity in regard to
the use of the mobile tanker on the site. No information or plans have been provided to
demonstrate if the existing mobile tanker is to be removed from the site or replaced with a
permanent tank on the site, nor has information been provided in relation to the fuel pump.
Therefore Insufficient information has been submitted to allow for an assessment to be made
as to whether the development is in accordance with Local Development Framework Policies
CP15 and DP25.

21/01709/FUL

Officer
comments

The application seeks permission for drainage in association with the hardstanding, however
no details have been provided to show the drainage works that have been undertaken.
Therefore, it would be reasonable to impose a planning condition requiring these details to be
submitted and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The proposed additional condition is
set out as follows:
‘Within one month of the date of this decision, the drainage detail associated with the
hardstanding shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
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approved drainage detail shall be installed and retained in perpetuity as approved by the Local
Planning Authority.
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Representation

Additional representation has been received from a local resident which is summarised below
and appended in full.
• Looked at in isolation the concreting may look small but as usual it is larger than
necessary. The outcome will be that it will join up with other concrete coverage to
achieve 100% coverage and cannot therefore be logically separated from the
retrospective applications for which refusal is recommended.
• The employment benefit justification is not justified as there is no employment to
support. There is only the Fox Business which lacks maintenance skills and
qualifications to service the high value planes.

Officer
comments on
representation

The hardstanding to the front of Hangar C1 as built is different to that which was previously
approved by the Local Planning Authority under planning reference 16/02240/FUL. In terms of
scale of the hardstanding, the approved hard standing measures an area of 1,201 square
metres and the as built hardstanding measures 1,171 square metres. Therefore the amount of
hard standing in situ is smaller in scale than that which was previously approved.
In terms of the employment justification, the requirement of an office for record keeping in
connection with Fox’s engineering business is considered. Record keeping is essential to
demonstrate the airworthiness of the aircraft that have been maintained by the operator of the
aircraft maintenance business. From the evidence of history, without appropriate office and file
storage space, the Civil Aviation Authority license requirements would not be met and the
permit to operate an aircraft engineering business may be withdrawn. The loss of CAA license
would restrict the function of an aircraft engineer and would be expected to harm the local
economy.
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21/01243/FUL
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Representation Additional representation has been received from Bagby and Balk Parish Council which is
from Bagby and summarised below and appended in full:
Balk
Parish
• The Parish Council has provided evidence to the Council that shows a plane actually
Council
partly landed in a field just before the start of runway 24. This subsequently damaged
airfield lighting and if the owner of the adjacent land had been working on the land this
would have been a threat to life. The plane in question was N133KQ, this illustrates how
heavy planes cannot use Bagby Airfield.
• These heavy planes damage the geotextile matting which is designed for smaller lighter
planes and therefore it is obvious the matting will need to be replaced. If this application
to replace this matting with concrete is approved, it will then allow much larger aircraft to
land at the airfield which will lead to more commercial flights.
• There have been various incidents of the operating hours being breached at the Airfield.
• The application is an attempt to achieve a purely commercial operation without ever
submitting a satisfactory business case for it.
• When you consider all the current applications together, you realise this is not a small
development when the original application was considered by planners, many years ago
they would never have approved the amount of concrete now on the runway and around
the airfield today
• This application demonstrates the airfield’s intention to expand and take larger aircraft,
without applying for the correct permission and ignoring the planning conditions
imposed.
Officer
comments on
Parish Council
representation
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The Aircraft N133KQ referred to in the Parish Council’s comments is a breach of condition 22
of planning permission 16/02240/FUL. Condition 22 states that where fixed wing aircraft do not
have a noise certificate on the UK Register, no aircraft with a certified maximum take-off weight
of greater than 2,730kg may operate. This particular aircraft is not on the UK Register and is
registered in Canada and has a maximum take-off weight of 3,290KG. Therefore, this aircraft is
not permitted to land at the Airfield and is a breach of condition 22.
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A Breach of Condition Notice has already been served on the owner in regard to a breach of
this condition on the 3 October 2019. Therefore, this information in regard to an unauthorised
aircraft taking off and landing at the Airfield will be raised with the owner to ensure that this
particular aircraft does not take off and land at Bagby Airfield in order to seek to ensure
compliance with the Breach of Condition Notice.
In relation to the change in materials potentially resulting in larger aircraft taking off and landing
at the Airfield there are a number of conditions imposed on planning permission: 16/02240/FUL
which prevents larger aircraft from taking off and landing at the Airfield.
Comments have also been raised in regard to the operating hours of the Airfield being
breached. This is in regard to condition 14 of planning permission 16/02240/FUL. A Breach of
Condition Notice has also been served in respect of this matter on the 12 November 2019.
Since the service of this notice there has been incidents of the operating hours being breached
and this is being raised with the owner.
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Representation
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Additional representation received from a local resident which is summarised below and
appended in full.
• Residents had no input into the EIA decision; this decision is clearly wrong. The
additional 25 metres of concrete is obviously a runway extension, and it will
fundamentally change the nature of the airfield by allowing larger planes to land despite
safety concerns.
• This error skews the recommendation which instead has to rely on the absence of a
business case. This suggests that refusal of permission is down to a formality and
invites further applications.
• In this case the error was to give permission on the basis on York Aviation’s faulty
conclusion that a business case for heavier planes could pass muster without any
consideration whatsoever of whether the runway could ever be made safe for such
planes.
• Residents want an unambiguous refusal of permission. The extra 25 metres of concrete
will encourage risky use of the airfield.
• In relation to heavier planes, the committee should be reminded that the owner publicly
5

stated to the Press in the last two years that villagers concerns about heavy planes
were misplaced and that they would not be coming to Bagby. As ever this is not the
case and events have proved residents concerns.
Officer
comments on
representation

The additional 25 metres of concrete that has been laid is not an extension of the runway. The
additional 25 metres of concrete has replaced previous geo textile matting material with
concrete and was part of the original runway.
It is considered that this development is not EIA development in accordance The Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 as set out on page 47
of the officer report.
In regard to heavier planes being able to land at the Airfield due to the additional concrete,
there are other controls by way of the imposition of conditions imposed on planning permission
16/02240/FUL which prevents larger aircraft from landing and taking off from the Airfield.
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21/01877/MRC
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Representations Additional representations received.
• Concerned about the representation of buildings and extensions shown on the drawings,
on Peacocks Close and Jacksons Drive and as such the separation distances between
properties
• Consider that the levels shown on the sections are not representative of the levels on
site
• There should only be bungalows opposite Peacocks Close and Jacksons Drive
• The development should be screeded by a higher fence
• Road safety issues adjacent the road to west of Woodlands Walk
• Health and safety issues resulting from bins etc blowing about
• Boundary treatments require further improvement to improve privacy from passing
pedestrians.
• Rear extensions on Woodlands Walk not fully considered.

6

See attached
representation
Town Council
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I am writing on behalf of Stokesley Town Council to object to the above application.
•

When initially proposed the 50% share of Affordable Homes was emphasised by the
developer as one of the schemes merits.

•

The Planning Inspector’s report noted that ‘The provision of affordable housing, secured by
condition, would help offset the shortage of such accommodation in the district’ This led to
the inclusion of Condition 10 in the approval of the scheme.

•

The assessment of the viability of most schemes is predicated, or based, on the assumption
that there has been no change of ownership of the developed during the evolution of the
scheme to the point of the application for a reduction in the share of affordable housing to
be provided on site.

•

However, importantly, on this scheme there has been a change of ownership from Kier
Living to Tilia, during the build out phase of the development.

•

Prior to the change of ownership any purchaser carries out a process of due diligence. This
is a comprehensive appraisal of a business undertaken by the buyer to establish its assets
and liabilities and evaluate its commercial potential.

•

Specifically, for a housebuilder this will include as assessment for the sites purchased of the
viability of the completion of the developments. This will drive the purchase price to be paid
for the new business.

•

Terra Firma (trading as Tilia) purchased Kier Living in Spring 2021.

•

Looking at this specific case this means that Tilia, based on the price paid to Kier Living,
was satisfied with the viability of the completion of the Tanton Fields development.

•

In essence, this resets the viability clock. Effectively as at spring 2021 the Tanton Fields

7

development with 50% Affordable Homes provision was considered viable by Tilia. As
outlined in the Officer Report this is generally accepted to be a profit margin in the order of
15% to 20%.
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•

No evidence has been provided by Tilia to indicate there has been any significant change in
profitability since spring 2021, therefore, per se, the Tanton Fields development continues
to remain viable with 50% Affordable Homes provision.

•

Indeed, since Spring 2021 the latest evidence for Great Britain from government agencies,
namely the Land Registry and the Office of National Statistics, show that house prices have
increased at a faster rate than the cost of building private housing. This does not imply that
the viability of the scheme has been negatively impacted in this period.

•

Additionally, looking forward, I understand that the transfer price of the affordable housing is
reviewed annually. Given the recent change in the housing market this is likely to result in
the transfer price of the affordable housing increasing in the coming financial year, thereby
offsetting any impact on future profitability.

In summary, the above demonstrates that the development of the Tanton Fields site with a
50% affordable housing allocation was considered viable by Tilia in the context of the purchase
price paid to Kier Living in Spring 2021 and that there has been no significant negative impact
on viability since that date.
Therefore, Stokesley Town Council strongly recommends this application as currently
presented is refused.
However, it is recognised that the approval of application 21/01877/MRC may have some
impact on profitability. Any such impact would require a full financial evaluation from the
applicant and might warrant a minor reduction in the affordable housing provision.

8

22/00143/MRC
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Town Council

Please note the Town Council comments for Item 7.

8
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21/01031/FUL

Representations Further advice from Environmental Health
Considered the potential impact on amenity and likelihood of the development to cause a nuisance
and consider that there will be no negative impact. No objections. Informative re spacing
requirements and caravan site licencing. Added to informative tab.
Officer update
following
committee site
visit

Newby Farm – Sustainability indicators
The site is located in the countryside accessible from Newby village via a public footpath for a
distance of 1.4km. Local bus routes are accessible from a 20 min walk into the adjoining Coulby
Newham, onwards to central Middlesbrough (a 46min journey) with its bus and rail connections and
southern connection to Stokesley. It is noted this walk is along the roadside without footpaths and
unlit. It is noted last year Middlesbrough Council implemented a scheme to introduce high friction
surfacing along this length of the B1365, combined with the lowering of the speed limit in this area.
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Tourism facilities are available at Cherry Hill garden centre, a 690m walk, which has a café and
mini golf. Beyond that, the Arcadia garden centre which has restaurant, café and children’s play
area 2km to the east on the B1365 Stokesley to Coulby Newham road. Local shops and leisure
centre is available at Parkway Centre, Coulby Newham2.6km to the north. The Larchfield
Community is a education centre for adults with learning disabilities with a shop and café open to
the public, 1.2kms to the north.
Beyond the site local visitor attractions are available within Middlesbrough BC, Stuart Park and
Captain Cook birthplace museum, Newham Grange Farm, Fairy Dell Park and the National Trust
Ormesby Hall within 7kms and beyond that Stokesley, Great Ayton and the North York Moors
National Park.

10
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21/01452/OUT
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Agent

Further to our recent discussions, I can confirm that the Applicant is willing to offer 2no.
affordable housing units on site and a financial contribution of £57,400 in lieu of a third unit.
This proposal equates to 30% affordable housing when taken as a whole with the adjacent site
(i.e. 10 units altogether) which is compliant with the emerging Local Plan and consistent with
the most up-to-date evidence of housing need.

9

The Applicant’s preference is for a pair of semi-detached properties (as shown on the
illustrative layout) to be delivered as ‘Discounted Market Sale’ units (DMS). DMS units are sold
at a discount of at least 20% below local market value (although a larger discount would be
applied for Hambleton). Eligibility is determined having regard to local incomes and house
prices. Provisions should be in place to ensure housing remains at a discount for future eligible
purchasers. The government remains very keen to promote DMS as route to home ownership
for people on low incomes.
The proposed commuted sum would be equivalent to that paid by Northmead Developments in
relation to a development to the south of the site. This sum was calculated on the basis of an
open market two-bed dwellings being £160K less the transfer price of £65,200 = £8,000. 50%
of this being £47,400 per unit. Allowing for some increase in value to £180K per dwelling would
result in contribution of £57,400.
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The Applicant’s offer of 2no. DMS units on site and a contribution of £57,400 would provide a
package that makes a substantial contribution to affordable housing and maintain the site’s
marketability to an SME housebuilder. An alternative mix of affordable homes is likely to
render development of the site as unviable.
Finally, it is important to stress that this affordable housing proposal has been presented to the
Local Planning Authority in the interests of reaching an agreeable position. Notwithstanding,
the Applicant maintains that the correct interpretation of the IPG is that no affordable housing
should be provided. Should an appeal be necessary then the Applicant is likely to revert to 1.5
units of affordable housing which is considered to be compliant with the emerging Local Plan.

12
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21/01302/FUL

Tollerton Parish
Council

Please can the following statement be read at the Planning Committee meeting on behalf of
Tollerton Parish Council:
Planning application for 12 Affordable Houses and 5 Open Market Bungalows OS Field 5532
off Hambleton View, Tollerton
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Tollerton Parish Council have previously submitted objections and requested the above
applications be refused.
The report for the housing need within the village has been sent to the Ward Councillor, and
subsequently viewed by the Parish Councillors and the Parish Council would wish to comment
that:The Parish survey conducted in 2021 concluded that over 60% do not want further
development in the Parish, irrespective of the type of development.
Five additional high value properties are excessive and should not be provided using the Rural
Exception site provision of Affordable Housing immediately adjacent.
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Within the Affordable development there are currently only two of the proposed properties for
rent. With the rise in interest rates and cost of living the remainder will not be affordable to
many even with the subsidies attached.
In the past three years, over 34 houses have been developed in the Parish, of which 6 were
affordable, that is 18% of the total.
The housing need survey carried out in 2018/9 was fundamentally flawed and did not clearly
show need within the Parish.
The Housing Needs survey and updated information submitted to the Ward Councillor again
contains out of date information, summation, and generally is not clear. There does not appear
to be a genuine Tollerton need for housing.
The employment within the Parish in recent years has been reducing, therefore the housing
need due to the absence of local employment is reducing. Providing additional housing will
exacerbate the use of vehicular modes of transport to places of employment from the Parish.
The Parish currently has 25 Affordable rental properties, one being vacant. This equates to in
excess of 6% of the total properties in the Parish.
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There are currently 16 shared equity Affordable properties in the parish.
There have been over 60 affordable properties in the Parish, some now sold into the residents’
possession. This equates to more than 15% of the housing within the Parish.
The provision of housing and in particular Affordable housing in the immediate
area(Easingwold district) is set to grow substantially, as the development on York Road has
provision of 35 Affordable properties planned, the former RAF Linton on Ouse base will realise
over 160 properties, a large proportion will be released as affordable.
Our previous comments regarding increased traffic issues and pressure on our infrastructure
remain.
21/01303/FUL

15

21/00641/FUL
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Tollerton Parish. Council wish to see these applications refused.
Tollerton Parish As above for application 21/01302/FUL
Council
Representations Additional Representation Received:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
Additional
Condition
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Pig muck not removed from site.
Bought house in 1999 when fields were unused.
Significant drop in road noise from the A19 in recent years.
Noises from pigs fighting goes on all night and prevents sleeping with windows open.
Prevailing winds are irrelevant; the smell is at its worst on hot, still days.
The flies and smell will make outside space unusable.
The sides of the building includes gaps which flies can fit through.
Suggests moving the building to the north of the farm.

Condition:
Prior to the occupation of the development hereby approved a management plan shall be
submitted in writing to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The management plan
shall deal with matters including but not limited to noise, odour and flies, resulting from the

12

development hereby approved. The plan shall also provide a mechanism for complaint
resolution with regard to residential amenity. The development shall be occupied in accordance
with the approved management plan or any amended plan as agreed by the Local Planning
Authority.
Reason: To protect the amenity of neighbouring occupiers and to comply with DP1.
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Agenda Item 7 - 21/01877/MRC
Mr G Housam
5 Woodlands Walk, Stokesley.

The above Photograph demonstrates a concrete block which was blown over the rear garden fence
(6ft fence) consequently damaging our side fence panel. We have reported this to the Council and to
the developer, the Site Manager advised someone would come and remove the concrete block and
they would replace our fence panel however we are several months later and nobody has got back
to us further on this issue.
This demonstrates the health and safety issues with the difference in site levels in this location. The
proposed boundary treatments (or lack of) and landscape buffer are insufficient in this respect.
Additional planting and screening is required in this location for both privacy/amenity and health &
safety reasons. What’s to say wheelie bins won’t be blown over next? Adequate bin storage
containers should also be installed to prevent this from happening. What happens if a car veers off
the road? Additional boundary treatments and health and safety measures are required in this
location which could include a crash barrier and traffic calming measures.
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Agenda Item 7 - 21/01877/MRC
The above photograph was taken from our second floor rear bedroom window. This demonstrates
the distinct lack of landscape buffer in this location and demonstrates how misleading the plans and
site sections provided are. The proposed footpath/road runs alongside and at the same levels as the
top of the 6ft fence demonstrated above. Pedestrians will be able to look down and into the gardens
along Woodlands Walk and into second floor windows which is completely unacceptable from an
amenity, privacy and security perspective. The storage of materials demonstrated in the photograph
above is also concerning given what happened with the aforementioned concrete block. There’s
nothing to stop additional materials coming over the fence in adverse weather.
The above photograph demonstrates just how close the properties to the rear of Woodlands Walk
are to the existing properties. The difference in site levels absolutely exacerbates the issue in this
respect. ‘Normal’ distancing standards are not applicable here given the exceptional circumstances.
The proposed dwellings (thankfully now just bungalows) will be located where the storage bins are
on the above photograph. The intervening distance is inaccurately represented on the plans given
they don’t take into account existing rear extensions of properties on Woodlands Walk. Our rear
extension extends to the edge of the patio as demonstrated on the above photograph.
I would urge members to visit the site again prior to determining the application if they have not
already done so, we would welcome members viewing the site from inside our property too to assist
in the decision making process.
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Whilst the recommendations on the important applications are welcome the reasoning is not.
Residents had no input into the EIA decision: this decision is clearly wrong . The addition of 25
metres of concrete is obviously a runway extension. And it is substantial within the meaning of
relevant legal authorities as it will fundamentally change the nature of the airfield by allowing larger
planes to land despite safety concerns( which will not be subject to audit as a result )
This error skews the recommendation which instead has to rely on the absence of a convincing
business case. This suggests that refusal of permission is down to a formality and invites further
applications- this time with more reasoning attached. Undoubtedly this is how Scott will spin it
should the officers recommendation be adopted.
Once again HDC cannot shake off fundamental errors . In this case the error was to give permission
on the basis of York Aviation's faulty conclusion that a business case for heavier planes could pass
muster without any consideration whatsoever of whether the runway could ever be made safe for
such planes.
Residents want an unambiguous refusal of permission. The extra 25 metres of concrete will
encourage risky use of the airfield. Just about any of the alphabet soup of HDC policies can be
prayed in aid for such a conclusion and I urge officers to emphasise this point in presenting their
case rather than the ones it is relying on .
Needless to say we will appeal to the Secretary of Sate on the EIA point in the event of acceptance
by the Committee on February 10 - a meeting that unfortunately I cannot attend
Kind Regards
Stephen Hornsby
Sent via BT Email App
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I would like the following points to be recorded and put out before the Committee please

1 the recommendation that permission be granted for the hard standing and walkway is misconceived. Looked
at in isolation the concreting may look small but as usual it is the thin end of the wedge since it is larger than
necessary . The outcome will be it that it will join up with other concrete coverage to achieve 100 percent
coverage and cannot therefore be logically separated from the retrospective applications for which refusal is
recommended. Should the committee follow the officers recommendations and appeals are submitted as they
usually are, this lack of consistency and logic will undoubtedly be exploited to the detriment of the Councils
defence. The three applications should all refused .

And of course the employment benefit justification is as risible as it always is as there is no employment to
support. There is just the moribund Fox business which lacks the maintenance skills and qualifications to
service the ' higher value' planes( which of course means heavier planes) which are the airfield's projected
commercial raison d'etre.

2 in relation to heavier planes the committee should be reminded that the owner publicly stated to the Press
in the last two years that villagers concerns about heavy planes were misplaced and that they would not be
coming to Bagby. As ever , events have proved residents concerns to be valid and it is high time that HDC
listened to them rather than the self serving obfuscation of the airfield and it's representatives.
Stephen Hornsby A4R
Sent via BT Email App
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bagby and Balk Parish Council
09 February 2022 15:18
Craig Allison; Cllr Andy Robinson; Ann Rawlinson; Chair of Bagby and Balk PC
Planning Committee - Thursday, 10 February 2022

Planning Committee -Thursday, 10 February 2022 - 10.00 am
I am very sorry but due to illness no one from the Parish Council will be able to attend the meeting
tomorrow.
I have prepared a response from Councillors which they would like read out at the meeting or distributed to
all attendees for consideration.

4 21/01243/FUL Retrospective and proposed concrete alterations to existing runway, reinforced
geotextile matting to runway and earthworks to facilitate drainage
On many occasions Bagby and Balk Parish Council have provided HDC with evidence of large jet planes
such as Pilatus 12 landing at Bagby Airport.
Recently the Parish Council has provided new photographic evidence which shows that a plane actually
partly landed in a field just before the start of runway 24. The plane damaged airfield lighting and if the
owner of the land had been working the land it would have been a real threat to life.
The plane in question is N 133kq. with a capacity of 9 passengers. This illustrates how heavy planes
cannot use Bagby runway as it is too short and have to take unacceptable risks irrespective of the quality
of the surface of the runway.
The owner of the airfield has previously stated in the press that heavier planes would never come to Bagby
but yet again has gone back on his word.

These planes damage the geotextile matting which is designed for smaller lighter planes and therefore it is
obvious the matting will need to be replaced. If this application to replace this matting with concrete is
approved, it will then allow much larger aircraft to land at the airfield which will lead to more commercial
flights which are not always within the times outlined in the original planning conditions.
In fact, recently there have been various incidents of the operating hours being breached at the Airfield.
This application is an attempt to achieve a purely commercial operation without ever submitting a
satisfactory business case for it. The airfield already advertises on its website that it is open all hours for
commercial taxi operation, using noisy jet turbine planes.
When you consider all the current applications together, you realise this is not a small development, when
the original application was considered by planners, many years ago they would never have approved the
amount of concrete now on the runway and around the airfield today.
Again, this application demonstrates the airfield's intention to expand and take larger aircraft without
applying for the correct permission and ignoring the planning conditions imposed.
Bagby and Balk Parish Council feels the airfield is not fit for purpose as a commercial enterprise and it
should not be used for the larger airplanes as the runway is not long enough and they cause damage to the
existing runway.
Regards, S Langthorne
Clerk to Bagby and Balk Parish Council
1
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Please visit our website at - https://bagbyandbalkparishcouncil.co.uk/
Please be advised that this is a part time post and I will respond to your e-mail as soon as possible.
Your privacy is important to Bagby and Balk Parish Council and the council takes its responsibility regarding the
security of your personal information very seriously. The Council is committed to protecting your personal information
and to being transparent about the information it collects about you and what it does with it. The relevant privacy
notice can be found https://bagbyandbalkparishcouncil.co.uk/
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