
 

  

Item 5 
North York Moors National Park Authority 

Planning Committee 
 
 20 February 2014 
 
 Miscellaneous Items 
 
(a) Appeals 
 
 (i) The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government has 

determined the following appeals made to him against decisions of the 
Committee:- 

 

Location of Site/Appellant Decision (Inspector) 

Stable Block at Rockhaven, Newlands Road, 
Cloughton, Scarborough, North Yorkshire, YO13 0AR 

Appeal Dismissed 
Inspector; Gary Deane 

Land at Mickbelong Farm, Urra, Middlesbrough, TS9 
7HZ 

Enforcement notice is corrected 
Inspector; B S Rogers 

Hornbeams, Main Street, Hutton Buscel, 
Scarborough, North Yorkshire, YO13 9LN 

Appeal Dismissed 
Inspector; Gary Deane 

Boulby Barns Farm, Easington, Saltburn-by-the-Sea 
TS13 4UT 

Appeal Allowed 
Inspector; P Eggleton 

 
  Inspector's letters attached at Appendix 1.  
 
 (ii) Appeals at Grange Farm, Staintondale, Scarborough 
 
  Copy letter attached at Appendix 2.  
 
 (iii) Appeals received 
 

Ref Number Appellants Name and 
Location 

Description 

NYM/2013/0435/FL Mr R Walker 
South Moor Farm, Langdale 
End, Scarborough 

change of use of land to 
form 2 no. grass runways, 
extension to existing 
access track and 
construction of storage 
building and pilot/restroom 
building 

 
  (iiii) Appeals Update 
 

At the 3 February FRASC meeting, Members enquired into the historic appeal 
rate where Members had refused an application contrary to the 
recommendation and the matter had gone to appeal. 

 
Officers have checked the last four years of records and found the following. 
 



 

  

In 2010/11 the Authority received 26 appeals, in 3 cases members had refused 
the application contrary to the recommendation of approval, one case was 
allowed as per recommendation (track impact at the Chalet Castleton) and the 
other two were dismissed in favour of the Committee assessment (Moorgate 
Lease modern design and Beck Garth Hutton le Hole house/plot design). 
In 2011/12 the Authority received 25 appeals; in one case members had 
refused the application contrary to the recommendation of approval. That case 
was allowed as per the recommendation (Sutherland Lodge side extension). 
 
In 2012/13 the Authority received 16 appeals, in 2 cases members had refused 
the applications contrary to the recommendation of approval, both were allowed 
as per the original recommendations (Orchard Farm Goathland conversion of 
timber building to holiday chalet and 5 Mill Lane Iburndale side extension). 
 
In 2013/14 the Authority has received 18 appeals to date; no refusal decisions 
contrary to the recommendations have been reviewed at appeal. 

 
(b) Planning Applications Determined by the Director of Planning 
 

A list of planning applications determined by the Director of Planning in accordance 
with the Scheme of Delegation is attached at Appendix 3. 

 
 [NB: Members wishing to enquire further into particular applications referred to 

in the Appendix are asked to raise the matter with the Director of Planning in 
advance of the meeting to enable a detailed response to be given]. 

 
(c) List of Enforcement Matters Determined by the Director of Planning 
 
 A list of enforcement matters determined by the Director of Planning in accordance 

with the Scheme of Delegation is attached at Appendix 4.  
 
 [The individual files will be available for Members to inspect at the meeting]. 
 
Andy Wilson 
Chief Executive (National Park Officer) 
 
Chris France 
Director of Planning 
  
 
 



  

 

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 
 

 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 5 December 2013 

by Gary Deane BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 14 January 2014 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W9500/A/13/2204868 

Stable Block at Rockhaven, Newlands Road, Cloughton, Scarborough,  

North Yorkshire YO13 0AR 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against 

a refusal to grant planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Mr Malcolm Armstrong against the decision of the North York 

Moors National Park Authority.  
• The application Ref NYM/2013/0279/FL, dated 5 May 2013, was refused by notice dated 

19 July 2013.  
• The development proposed is described on the application form as the change of use of 

existing stable structure to a single residential unit with associated alterations to 
elevations including glazed corridor. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural matters  

2. An application for costs was made by the North York Moors National Park 

Authority against Mr Malcolm Armstrong.  This application is the subject of a 

separate decision.  

3. Notwithstanding the description of development given on the application form, 

the Authority has referred to it as the conversion of, and alterations to, the 

stable/studio building including the addition of a glazed corridor to form 

residential annexe accommodation together with the formation of an access and 

utilising the existing turning area in front of the building.  The appellant appears 

to have accepted this amendment.  I have assessed the proposal on that basis.  

Main Issue 

4. The main issue is, having particular regard to national guidance and local 

planning policies that govern the provision of residential annexe accommodation 

and the location, size, position and design of the development proposed, its 

effect on the character and appearance of the local area. 

Reasons 

5. The proposal is to convert and externally alter a recently completed building 

that lies in the vicinity of Rockhaven, which is a large detached house set within 

generous grounds, to residential use.  The appeal building is currently divided 
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into a double garage and stables with a studio above.  Its use is now redundant 

due to the ailing health of the appellant and his wife that both reside at 

Rockhaven and intend to occupy the building, once converted. 

6. The site occupies an isolated location in the countryside, within the North York 

Moors National Park.  The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) 

states that great weight should be given to conserving the landscape and scenic 

beauty in National Parks, which have the highest status of protection in relation 

to landscape and scenic beauty.  Amongst the core principles of the Framework 

are for planning to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside and to support thriving rural communities within it; to contribute to 

conserving and enhancing the natural environment; and to encourage the reuse 

of existing resources, including the conversion of existing buildings.  The North 

York Moors Local Development Framework Core Strategy and Development 

Policies (LDF), although adopted well before the publication of the Framework, 

reflect these core principles.     

7. Development Policy 19 of the LDF states that development involving annexe 

accommodation within the domestic curtilage of dwellings will only be supported 

where it is ancillary to the main dwelling in terms of its scale and specification.  

In this case, the appeal scheme would be fully self-contained with living 

accommodation on two floors, including two bedrooms, a kitchen, living room, 

utility room, bathroom and garage.  The plans show that the new use would be 

served by an independent access from Newlands Road with adequate space for 

vehicles to park and turn within the site.  The red line plan shows that the 

appeal building would stand within its own curtilage, away from Rockhaven, and 

have access to separate outdoor space.  

8. The proposal would enable the appellant and his wife to live independently 

within the annexe whilst his daughter and family would reside at Rockhaven.  In 

this way, he and his wife would stay within the local community and be cared 

for in accommodation that is better suited to their needs.  I am sympathetic to 

this desire and acknowledge that the proposed arrangements would reduce the 

burden of longer trips made by other family members to and from the local 

area.  I also acknowledge that alternative accommodation using part of a 

building attached to Rockhaven, which is smaller than the appeal building and 

much closer to the road, is considered by the appellant to be unsuitable.   

9. However, more commonly, a residential annexe would be in the form of an 

extension to an existing building with limited facilities and often a physical 

connection between the two elements.  When the annexe is no longer required 

the accommodation would then be incorporated within the main dwelling and 

the whole would then be used as a single house.  Appropriate planning 

conditions to ensure this happening could be imposed in line with the guidance 

contained in Circular 11/95, The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions.  

This general arrangement is likely to partly reflect the requirement in 

Development Policy 19 that new build annexe accommodation, which is not 

proposed here, should be physically attached to the main dwelling.   

10.While the appellant and his wife would reside within the annexe in the first 

instance, that situation would not be permanent.  The appeal building, once 

converted, would be likely to subsist for many years to come.  There could be a 

request to use it independently in the future, which may be contrary to relevant 



Appeal Decision APP/W9500/A/13/2204868 

 

 

 

3 

planning policies including Core Policy J of the LDF, which aims to direct new 

housing towards the built up areas and to limit such development in the 

countryside.  It is not certain that this would come to pass but the possibility is 

one that I consider is relevant at this stage.  In my view, conditions imposed to 

control the use of the building in this case would be difficult to enforce in the 

long term and would not be appropriate having regard to the guidance in 

Circular 11/95 and the Framework.  

11.Taking into account the physical detachment, size and free-standing, self-

contained nature of the new development, I consider that the proposal would in 

effect, and in all practical terms, be a separate unit of residential 

accommodation rather than a residential annexe that is clearly ancillary to 

Rockhaven.  The Authority appears to reach a similar conclusion.  On that basis, 

I find that the proposal conflicts with LDF Development Policy 19, which seeks 

to safeguard the special qualities of the National Park’s landscape areas.  

12.LDF Development Policy 8 deals with the conversion of traditional unlisted rural 

buildings outside defined settlements.  It notes that a residential annexe to an 

adjacent existing dwelling will be permitted subject to compliance with various 

criteria.  Whether or not the appeal building should be regarded as a traditional 

rural building, I consider that it has no obvious or acknowledged historic or 

architectural merit.  As such, the proposal would not meet criterion 1 of this 

policy.  Furthermore, it would not form part of a group of existing buildings as 

required by criterion 7.  

13.The proposal would also relate uneasily with the requirements of criterion 6 

which concern changes to the building’s curtilage and the vehicular access and 

parking arrangements.  Even though the site currently lies within the curtilage 

of Rockhaven, the proposed use would bring increased pressure to put 

structures, means of enclosure and domestic paraphernalia on the land around 

the appeal building.  These features are likely to have a more harmful visual 

impact on the open rolling landscape which characterises the locality than the 

parking of vehicles or the storage of equipment associated with the keeping of 

horses.  A condition could be imposed to remove permitted development rights 

in relation to the erection of outbuildings and in respect of boundary treatment.  

A condition could also restrict the introduction of inappropriate outdoor items 

within the site garden equipment, furniture and trailers for washing lines. 

However, in my experience, this restriction can be very difficult to enforce as 

these items are often temporary, moveable and the harm arising from them can 

result from the cumulative effect of small-scale incremental change consistently 

made over time rather than directly from individual pieces of equipment.   

14.Any domestic paraphernalia would be likely to be evident from Newlands Road 

as it passes the site and, in my judgement, would create prominent and harmful 

features in the rural landscape.  While such items could potentially be 

introduced in association with the residential use of Rockhaven, the creation of 

a new use and separate curtilage would increase the likelihood of this 

happening, to the detriment of the character and qualities of the countryside.  

Accordingly, I find that the proposal conflicts with LDF Development Policy 3, 

which aims to maintain and enhance the distinctive character of the National 

Park, and criterion 6 of LDF Development Policy 8.    
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15.The plans show that the proposal would use an existing access from Newlands 

Road and introduce a long driveway across an open sloping field.  The use of 

appropriate surface materials and additional landscaping could reduce the visual 

impact of this element of the appeal scheme on the open rural landscape.  

Nevertheless, it is likely, as the Authority suggests, that significant engineering 

works would be required to deal with the notable change in ground levels 

between the public highway and the appeal building.  While the detailed design 

and layout of the new access driveway are not before me, these works add to 

my concerns about the overall urbanising effect of the proposal on the natural 

landscape.  From my inspection of the plans, I see no obvious reason why the 

means of access could not be shared with Rockhaven, thereby obviating this 

potential harm.  An alternative access could be subject to a condition, as the 

appellant suggests.  Nevertheless, for the reasons given, I consider that the 

proposal materially conflicts with other aspects of LDF Development Policy 8.   

16.The external changes to the appeal building to facilitate its residential use have 

been well designed with a new glazed corridor to link the new bedrooms and 

bathroom and full length glazed windows in place of one of the garage doors.  

These changes deal sensitively with the conversion of the building and retain its 

simple built form and visual character.  This aspect of the proposal would 

therefore satisfy the high standards of design expected within National Parks 

and sought by LDF Development Policies 3 and 8.  This favourable finding does 

not outweigh the harm that I have identified.   

17.The appellant considers that Development Policy 8 in particular is unduly 

restrictive in the light of the Framework’s policies that, amongst other things, 

advocate a wider range of uses for rural buildings and emphasise the 

importance of housing provision.  Nonetheless, plans and decisions need to take 

local circumstances into account, so that they respond to the different 

opportunities for achieving sustainable development in different areas.  In that 

context, it is inevitable that local planning policies in the National Park will apply 

a greater degree of restraint to new development to conserve their landscape 

and natural beauty than outside of these designated areas.  I find no significant 

inconsistency between Development Policy 8 and the Framework to the extent 

that the weight to be attributed to it should be significantly reduced or that the 

policy should be put to one side, as the appellant suggests.  

18.Overall, I conclude that the proposal sits uncomfortably with national guidance 

and local planning policies that govern the provision of residential annexe 

accommodation and that, if permitted, it would be likely to seriously harm the 

character and appearance of the local area.  In my view, the imposition of 

conditions would not satisfactorily mitigate this harm.   

19.In reaching this conclusion, I accept that the proposal allows for a more efficient 

use of an underused building and would contribute in a modest way to the stock 

and choice of local housing, which are supported in the Framework.  The 

Ministerial Foreward also stresses the need to house a rising population that 

wants to make new choices.  The appellant has also referred to the Planning for 

Growth agenda, which I have taken into account.  I also acknowledge the 

considerable support from others for the proposal.   

20.Nevertheless, housing proposals should be considered in the context of the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development.  As the Framework makes 
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clear, sustainability has many facets including the need to conserve and 

enhance the natural environment generally and safeguard designated 

landscapes specifically.  Because proposals should be assessed against the 

policies of the Framework, taken as a whole, it is my judgement that the 

balance of national guidance does not support the appeal scheme.  

21.As the development plan is neither silent, absent or out of date and there are 

specific policies in the Framework with regard to National Parks, notably at 

paragraph 115, I consider that the special emphasis given to the presumption in 

favour of granting planning permission in paragraph 14 does not automatically 

apply in this case.  

22.Other appeal decisions are also referred to outside the Authority’s area, which I 

have considered.  From the limited information provided, there appear to be few 

direct parallels between these cases and the proposal before me other than in 

general terms with regard to national planning policy.  In any event, each 

proposal should be considered on its own merits, which I have done in this 

instance.  

23.The Government has recently announced plans to extend permitted 

development rights to bring back into use empty and underused buildings in 

rural areas.  These measures are the subject of consultation and so may 

change.  Therefore, I attach very limited weight to this consideration in support 

of the appellant’s case. 

Conclusion  

24.Overall, for the reasons set out above and having regard to all other matters 

raised, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.   

Gary Deane 

INSPECTOR   
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Appeal Decision 
Hearing held on 21 January 2014 

Site visit made on 21 January 2014 

by B.S.Rogers   BA(Hons), DipTP, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 28 January 2014 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W9500/C/13/2196629 

Land at Mickbelong Farm, Urra, Middlesbrough, TS9 7HZ 

• The appeal is made under section 174 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as 
amended by the Planning and Compensation Act 1991. 

• The appeal is made by Michael Cowling against an enforcement notice issued by North 
York Moors National Park Authority. 

• The notice was issued on 20 March 2013.  
• The breach of planning control as alleged in the notice is without planning permission, 

the engineering operation to construct a pond on the land during the period 28 June 

2005 to May 2011. 
• The requirements of the notice are to reinstate the land to its former condition before 

28 June 2005 by a series of 5 steps set out in detail in the notice. 
• The period for compliance with the requirements is 6 months. 

• The appeal is proceeding on the grounds set out in section 174(2)(a), (b), (f) & (g) of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.  

• The application for planning permission deemed to have been made under section 
177(5) of the Act as amended also falls to be considered. 

Summary of Decision: The appeal is dismissed and the notice is upheld with 

corrections and variations.  
 

Preliminary Matters 

1. The Local Planning Authority (LPA) sought 2 corrections to the notice.  The first 

was to substitute a plan indicating more precisely the location of the pond 

within the overall site.  The appellant had no objection to this and, as it would 

simply increase the clarity of the notice, I am able to make this correction 

without injustice to the appellant.  The second correction sought was to add to 

the alleged breach the material change of use to a fishing pond, together with 

reference to the construction of fishing jetties etc.  The appellant considered 

such a correction would prejudice his interests and, in any event, the jetties 

have now been removed.  I agree that such a correction would give rise to 

injustice to the appellant and therefore I shall determine the appeal on the 

basis of the original allegation, with reference to the substitute plan. 

The appeal on ground (b) 

2. The appeal on this ground was made on the basis that the construction of the 

pond occurred in 2 phases - the first pond was constructed in 2005/06 and 

then it was extended in 2011.  However, this does not alter the fact that the 

pond, as it now exists, was constructed between 28 June 2005 and May 2011, 

as set out in the notice.  The breach has occurred as a matter of fact and 

therefore the appeal on ground (b) fails. 
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The appeal on ground (a) and the deemed application 

3. The main issue is the impact of the development on the character and 

appearance of the locality and its setting within a nationally protected 

landscape. 

4. The key statutory duties in National Parks are to conserve and enhance the 

natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the area and to promote 

opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of their special qualities by 

the public.  It is also a duty of National Park Authorities to seek to foster the 

economic and social wellbeing of local communities.  The Development Plan, 

the North York Moors LDF: Core Strategy and Development Policies, adopted in 

2008, appears consistent with these duties, particularly Core Policy A.  The 

National Planning Policy Framework gives great weight to conserving landscape 

and scenic beauty in National Parks. 

5. The appeal site is within Bilsdale, in the NW part of the North York Moors 

National Park.  The character of this part of Bilsdale is of a steep sided valley 

with a narrow floor.  The valley is predominantly in agricultural use, with some 

areas of forestry and a growing presence of game shooting.  There are many 

public rights of way in the immediate locality, including a public footpath which 

passes directly alongside the pond in question.  Although there are man-made 

ponds of varying size in the valley, they are not characteristic of the natural 

landscape. 

6. The pond which is the subject of this appeal has been formed within a formerly 

boggy area of agricultural land on the lower valley slope.  It is trapezoidal in 

shape and is retained by 2 large earth bunds to the west and south.  It has 

steep sides and contains 3 artificially constructed islands.  With an area of 

some 0.6 ha, it is a large and prominent feature in this locality.  Its regular, 

unnatural shape and artificial islands make it appear incongruous and harmful 

to both the character and appearance of the landscape.  As well as being 

clearly visible from the adjoining footpath, I saw that it is also clearly visible 

from the high level public rights of way along the upper valley slopes to the 

east of the site and from the Cleveland Way, to the north.  I estimate that the 

pond must also be clearly visible from a number of other vantage points on 

public rights of way that I did not personally visit.        

7. Whilst landscaping could help to mitigate the impact of the pond, it would not 

change its artificial nature.  Moreover, extensive planting could, of itself, 

appear incongruous in this open pasture land.  I have taken account of the 

possible benefits to wildlife.  However, such benefits could in my view equally 

arise from a smaller and less artificial looking pond.  That would also apply to 

any benefit of providing water to help control fires.    

8. I have also had regard to the fact that, so long as it was reasonably necessary 

for agricultural purposes, a pond could have been formed under permitted 

development rights, as set out in Part 6 of Schedule 2 to the Town and Country 

Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995.  However, the pond as 

constructed needs planning permission due to its size and the apparent 

intention that it be used as a fishing pond and therefore I have considered it on 

its merits.  The appellant’s argument that it is valuable for farm diversification, 

as encouraged by LDF Core Policy H and Development Policy 13, is not 

something to which I can attach weight because the allegation in the notice, 
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and therefore the ground (a) and deemed application, can only relate to ‘a 

pond’, rather than to any intended material change of use thereto.   

9. The fact that there may be other incongruous features in the valley, including 

other ponds, coniferous plantations and development related to shooting does 

not alter my view that the pond in question is an incongruous and 

inappropriate development which unacceptably harms both the character and 

appearance of this locality and of the National Park landscape.  It conflicts with 

the aims of the development plan and of national guidance and with the 

statutory duties of the National Park.  Accordingly the appeal on ground (a) 

and the deemed application fail.   

The appeal on ground (f) 

10. The appellant’s case has 2 main strands.  The first is effectively a ground (d) 

argument that the pond, as formed in 2005/06, was substantially complete 

more than 4 years prior to the issue of the notice and therefore it was not 

reasonable for the LPA to seek restoration to the 28 June 2005 position (the 

date on which the LPA had visited the site and could demonstrate by way of 

photographs that no development had taken place).   

11. It was not possible to hear evidence on oath at the hearing.  However, I have 

no reason to doubt the appellant’s word that he formed the 2 bunds which 

enclose the west and south of the pond in 2005/06.  This appears to be 

consistent with Mr Dale’s photographs, which he took in February 2007 with his 

recently acquired camera.  Although they do not show the whole of the pond, 

the part that is visible in the photographs appears to be fully formed and 

fenced off.  The aerial photograph of July 2009 and the LPA’s photographs of 

October 2009 both show the pond to have a similar form to that which I 

understand was established by 2006.  The July 2009 photograph shows the 

bunds as lacking in vegetation, which the appellant explained was because of 

the shale subsoil used to form the bunds.  They appear more vegetated in the 

October photographs but, even if there had been some top-dressing and 

seeding in the interim period, that would not in my view amount to a material 

operation in the formation of the pond.   

12. There is no evidence of any further work having taken place until the LPA 

received a complaint and visited the site in May 2011.  It appears to me that 

the works to form the pond as it now exists were separate engineering 

operations from those which led to the formation of the pond in 2005/06.  

13. On the balance of probability, it is my view that the pond as shown in the 

photographs referred to above was substantially complete in 2006, more than 

4 years prior to the issue of the notice.  For that reason, it does not appear 

reasonable to require restoration to the situation as at 28 June 2005. 

14. The second strand of the appellant’s case is that there is a fall back position in 

that a pond of lesser extent could be formed as permitted development, as 

referred to in para.8 above.  The LPA accepted this point and agreed that, in 

the event that I decided that the original 2006 pond was exempt from 

enforcement action, the restoration works could take this fall back position into 

account.  At the hearing, the appellant put forward alternative requirements 

which were to reduce the height of the bunds by 0.5m, to remove the islands 

and to deposit the resultant materials on the eastern side of the pond to form a 

regular slope.  This would avoid the requirement for the appellant to import 
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material to the site to carry out a full restoration and would address his 

concerns about the adverse impact on the viability of his farm business should 

he have to pay the high cost of importing fill.  The LPA was content with these 

alternative steps. 

15. Having concluded that the requirement to restore the land to its June 2005 

state is excessive, I am satisfied that I can vary the requirements of the notice 

to have the effect of restoring the pond to a state reasonably close to that 

which existed before the engineering works re-commenced in 2011 (as 

depicted in the 2009 photographs).  To that extent, the appeal on ground (f) 

succeeds.         

The appeal on ground (g) 

16. The appellant has pointed to the need for him to comply with other relevant 

legislation in carrying out the requirements of the notice.  In particular, if there 

are any protected species in the pond, the requirements of the Wildlife and 

Countryside Act 1981 and any associated regulations would be relevant.  The 

appellant provided a copy of an appeal decision in which an enforcement notice 

was quashed because of the likely conflict with such legislation (Ref: 

APP/F9498/C/08/2088713).  However, in that case, the presence of bats 

appeared likely and the notice required the complete demolition of the building 

housing their roost.  In the present case, it is only floated as a possibility that 

unspecified protected species (perhaps Great Crested Newts) may be present 

and the presence of coarse fish in the pond reduces the likelihood.  Moreover, 

compliance with the notice would not result in the removal of the pond, merely 

its modification.  It therefore appears likely that works could be carried out at 

certain times of the year to avoid conflict with the above legislation. 

17. Because of this, and the need to ensure that he can carry out the works 

without an undue burden on the cash flow and viability of his farm business, 

the appellant has suggested a compliance period of 18 months.  Under the 

circumstances, I find this reasonable and, to that extent, the appeal on ground 

(g) succeeds.   

Formal Decision 

18. The enforcement notice is corrected: 

i. by the substitution of the plan no.NYM/0259/2009, dated 10 June 2013, 

produced by the North York Moors National Park Authority, for the plan 

attached to the enforcement notice. 

ii. by the insertion after the word “pond” in the alleged breach (part 3 of the 

notice) of the words “shown edged blue on the attached plan” 

The enforcement notice is varied: 

i. by the substitution of the following requirements for those in part 5 of the 

notice: 

a. Reduce the height of both the bund to the west of the pond and the bund 

to the south of the pond by 0.5 metres; 

b. Remove the 3 islands in their entirety; and 
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c. Deposit the material arising from steps a. and b. on the eastern side of 

the pond in the form of a regularly graded slope. 

 ii. by the substitution of “eighteen (18) months” for the time for compliance 

shown in part 6 of the notice. 

 Subject to the above corrections and variations, the appeal is dismissed and 

the enforcement notice is upheld.  I refuse to grant planning permission on the 

application deemed to have been made under section 177(5) of the Act, as 

amended. 

B.S.Rogers 

Inspector 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

Appearances 

For the Appellant 

Miss M.Ferguson   - George F.White LLP 

Mr M.Cowling   - the appellant 

Mrs A.Cowling   - the appellant’s wife 

For the Council 

Mr A.Muir    - North York Moors NPA 

Interested Persons 

Mr B.Dale     - local resident 

Mr G.Broad    -  local resident 

 

Documents 

1. Attendance list 

2. Letter of notification and list of persons notified 

3. Camera receipt, submitted by Mr Dale 

4. Aerial photograph with dimensions of bunds added by the NYMNPA. 



  

 

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate 
 

 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 5 December 2013 

by Gary Deane BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 10 January 2014 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W9500/A/13/2199727 

Hornbeams, Main Street, Hutton Buscel, Scarborough, North Yorkshire 

YO13 9LN 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against 

a refusal to grant planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Neil and Carol Gardner against the decision of the North York 

Moors National Park Authority.  
• The application Ref NYM/2013/0113/FL, dated 18 February 2013, was refused by notice 

dated 19 April 2013.  
• The development proposed is the construction of new cottage on land adjoining 

Hornbeams as a family annex and holiday cottage. 

Application for costs  

1. An application for costs was made by the North York Moors National Park 
Authority against the appellants.  This application is the subject of a separate 
decision.  

Decision 

2. The appeal is dismissed.  

Main issue  

3. The main issue is the effect of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the local area bearing in mind its location within the North York 
Moors National Park and the Hutton Buscel Conservation Area.  

Reasons 

4. The proposal is to erect a detached 2-storey residential annex and holiday 
cottage with a detached garage on land at the side of Hornbeams, which is a 
detached house within the village of Hutton Buscel.  The site lies within the 
North York Moors National Park, wherein the National Planning Policy 
Framework (the Framework) advises that great weight should be given to 
conserving landscape and scenic beauty.  The site also falls within the Hutton 
Buscel Conservation Area (CA), which is a designated heritage asset (DHA).  
When considering the impact of a proposal on the significance of a DHA, the 
Framework states that great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.  

5. The proposal has been carefully designed to reflect the traditional style and 
general appearance of nearby properties and includes the use of appropriate 
external materials, local stone and natural clay pantiles.  It would provide 
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accommodation for the appellants’ extended family that have strong local ties 
and as a holiday let when the family does not require the new property.  

6. Like Hornbeams and several properties further to the west along Main Street, 
the new addition would face and be set back from the road and thus broadly 
reflect the linear pattern of existing development that characterises this part of 
the village.  To that extent, the proposal would be consistent with the Hutton 
Buscel Village Design Statement (VDS) insofar as it requires new development 
to respect the character of the linear settlement pattern and have regard to 
existing building lines and frontages.  With the first floor accommodation partly 
set into the roof space, the appeal scheme also seeks to reduce the visual 
impact of the new built form on the street scene of which it forms part.  

7. Nevertheless, the proposal would extend the single plot depth of built 
development further along Main Street in a sensitive location between the end 
of the row of houses to which Hornbeams belongs and the tree lined open field 
just to the northeast.  The largely undeveloped presence of this area, which 
includes the site, adds to the open, rural qualities of the CA primarily by 
providing a clear break and visual relief from the built form along one side of 
Main Street and in allowing expansive northward views from the adjacent 
highway across the rising land.  It also creates a natural transition between the 
more compact form of development within the main part of the village to the 
east and the less intensely developed area to the west of the site.  

8. Although separated from the adjacent open land by a traditional low level 
stonewall, in short range views from the southwest the site visually reads as 
part of the largely undeveloped space beyond Hornbeams.  This area, which 
includes the site, positively contributes to the spacious feel and verdant quality 
of this part of the CA.  By introducing substantial new buildings, with the gable 
wall of the new garage adjacent to the footway, the proposal would be a 
prominent feature in the local street scene.  On the immediate approach to the 
site from the southwest along Main Street, the new development would partially 
close off an attractive vista across the adjacent open field, encroach into the 
mainly undeveloped space and diminish the sense of openness as it is 
experienced and appreciated from road.   

9. When viewed from the northeast, the new buildings would be mainly seen to 
one side of the open field and against the backdrop of Hornbeams, as the 
appellants’ photograph demonstrates.  In that context, the new addition, while 
not conspicuous, would still reduce the generally open view across the adjacent 
field albeit to a limited extent.  Nevertheless, the undeveloped presence of this 
part of the village would be eroded with the new built form in place.     

10.For these reasons, I consider that the proposal would unacceptably harm the 
intrinsic character of the CA.  In reaching this opinion, I acknowledge that the 
site forms part of the curtilage of Hornbeams and that the existing outbuildings 
towards the rear of the site also have some effect on the sense of openness, as 
could domestic paraphernalia.  However, development of this type and items 
such as garden furniture and children’s play equipment would be less 
substantive in built form and have a less permanent and harmful impact on the 
surrounding area than a new 2-storey building and a detached garage.     

11.I have also taken into account the absence of objections from others, including 
the Parish Council, and noted that the producer of the VDS, David Burnley, 
supports the proposed development.  This local support weighs in favour of the 
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proposal.  I also agree with the general point that planning policies should adopt 
a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment so that villages do not stagnate.  However, DHA’s are an 
irreplaceable resource.  The process of change within a CA should be managed 
in a way that preserves or sustains and where appropriate enhances its 
significance.  That would not be the case with the proposal before me.   

12.While the harm to the CA would be less than substantial in this case, I am not 
persuaded on the available evidence that the public benefits of the 
development, primarily through the provision of new tourist accommodation 
and the support given to the local economy, would outweigh this harm.  

13.Therefore, I conclude that the proposed development would materially harm the 
character and appearance of the local area.  It would fail to preserve the 
character or appearance of the CA.  Accordingly, the proposal conflicts with 
Core Policy G and Development Policies 4, 14 and 19 of the North York Moors 
Local Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies (LDF).  
These policies aim to ensure that new development conserves or enhances the 
landscape and cultural heritage of the National Park with particular protection 
given to those elements that contribute to the character, appearance or setting 
of conservation areas.  For the same reasons, the appeal scheme would be at 
odds with the VDS insofar as it requires new development to respect the 
character of the village.    

14.With regard to other matters, Core Policy J of the LDF supports local needs 
housing on infill plots within villages such as Hutton Buscel where it would 
involve development of a small gap with one or two dwellings in an otherwise 
built-up frontage.  The site would not meet these criteria.  Whether or not a 
different definition of infilling should be applied in this case, the main 
determining factor is whether the proposal would be successfully assimilated 
into the prevailing character and appearance of the local area on this site.  

15.Because the proposal would involve a new building with a separate curtilage 
and independent access to Hornbeams, it would conflict with Development 
Policy 19 of the LDF.  This policy states that new build development to provide 
annexe accommodation should only be in the form of an extension that is 
physically attached to the host dwelling.  This adds weight to the harm that I 
have identified.  

16.I have also had regard to the decision to grant outline planning permission, on 
appeal, for a new dwelling on part of the side garden of Hornbeams in 1990, 
which was subsequently renewed in 1996.  These decisions predate the current 
planning policy framework, which include the Authority’s LDF, the VDS and 
national guidance, against which the proposal has been assessed.  While my 
findings depart from those expressed by the previous Inspector, each proposal 
should be considered on its own merits, which I have done in this instance.  

17.Overall, for the reasons set out above and having regard to all other matters 
raised, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.   

Gary Deane 

INSPECTOR   
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 18 November 2013 

by P Eggleton BSc(Hons) MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 8 January 2014 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W9500/A/13/2203415   

Boulby Barns Farm, Easington, Saltburn-by-the-Sea TS13 4UT  

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Miss S Bedford against the decision of the North York Moors 

National Park Authority. 
• The application Ref NYM/2013/0108/CU was refused by notice dated 23 May 2013. 

• The development proposed is the change of use from residential to a residential 
children’s home. 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for a change of use 

from residential to a residential children’s home at Boulby Barns Farm, 

Easington, Saltburn-by-the-Sea in accordance with the terms of the 

application, Ref NYM/2013/0108/CU, subject to the following conditions: 

1) The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 

three years from the date of this decision.   

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the following approved plan: Land Registry Title Number CE58461. 

3) The premises shall be used as a children’s home for a maximum of five 

children and for no other purpose (including any other purpose in Class C2 of 

the Schedule to the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, 

or in any provision equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument 

revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without modification).  

4) The use hereby permitted shall not commence until details of a water 

conservation system that would harvest and allow the use of rainwater, has 

been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  

The system shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details 

and brought into use prior to the first occupation of the home.  It shall be 

retained thereafter.    

Main Issue 

2. The main issue is the effect on the living conditions of the nearby residents 

with regard to noise and anti-social behaviour. 
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Reasons 

3. The proposal would result in the use of this dwelling as a children’s home for up 

to five children between the ages of 9 and 18.  The proposal does not include 

any physical alterations to the property.   

4. A wide range of concerns have been raised.  The road to the property is narrow 

and unsuitable for high traffic volumes.  However, the likely increase in vehicle 

movements would not significantly alter its character or function.  The 

occasions when drivers would need to let other users pass may increase but 

this would not result in an unacceptable level of inconvenience.  The planning 

authority accept that the proposal would not have a material impact on the 

character of the area or the special qualities of the National Park and I agree 

with this assessment.  

5. The road can be impassable for periods of the year following snowfall.  Whilst 

this would clearly be an inconvenience to the residents and staff of the home, 

as it is for other residents, it represents a management concern rather than a 

significant planning issue.  

6. The home would be entirely dependent on vehicles for access for all residents, 

staff and visitors.  Whilst this would also be the case with regard to a large 

family, I anticipate that the diversity of trip requirements would be greater.  

Although I acknowledge the views expressed with regard to the proximity of 

local settlements and schools, I do not find this to be a sustainable location in 

terms of access requirements.   

7. The potentially greater demands for travel and the lack of any alternative 

forms of travel to the private car, particularly for those employed at the 

property, would conflict with Core Policy M which encourages more sustainable 

patterns of travel.  This is a matter that weighs against the proposal.    

8. Concern has been raised with regard to the water supply to the property.  Local 

residents are clear that it has significant limitations.  The Principal 

Environmental Health Officer suggests that more people would be likely to 

result in more water usage.  He advises that a degree of water conservation 

will need to be practiced by all residents served by the current supply in the 

future, regardless of the outcome of this appeal.  It is also indicated that if the 

water supply does run dry in future, enforcement action against all parties to 

provide a temporary supply or to take other actions, may result.   

9. The officer acknowledges that there would be only a limited increase in 

population and given the lack of any proposals to increase the numbers of 

toilets and bathrooms, rather than the need for a separate new supply, a 

condition relating to the use of water conservations systems to use rainwater 

for none domestic purposes would be valuable.  I have no details as to how the 

home would be managed with regard to laundry or indeed the likely use of 

bathing facilities by staff.  I accept that there is the potential for greater water 

usage but I am not satisfied that this would be considerably greater than the 

requirements of the lawful use.   

10. I accept however that the supply has significant limitations and that therefore 

even small changes could be significant.  I find the condition suggested with 

regard to rainwater harvesting to be a practical response to this and to be 
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reasonable given the lack of detail as to what future usage may be and the 

potential for increased demand.  With such a system in place, I am not 

satisfied that this proposal would materially alter the current situation with 

regard to demand from the shared source or that it would result in increased 

inconvenience to other nearby residents.   

11. I am also not satisfied that any difficulties that could emerge in this regard 

would have a greater impact on children in care than they would have on other 

children.  The matter is clearly being monitored by the Council and for the most 

part, it is an issue that the management of the home would need to consider in 

much the same way as the occupiers of a dwelling.  I note the reference to the 

holiday let permission but an additional use such as that would clearly place 

significantly greater demands on the supply.    

12. Some concerns have been raised with regard to the suitability of a home in this 

particular local environment.  The suitability of the premises for its occupiers is 

primarily a matter for the licensing authority.  However, this is a high quality 

property and the scale of the dwelling, its outbuildings and the land associated 

with it, provide considerable opportunities.  In many respects, the concerns in 

relation to the remoteness and the presence of sea cliffs and other dangers, 

would relate equally to any family living in a remote area.   

13. The main concern relates to the impact on the living conditions of nearby 

residents.  The proposed use is likely to increase the levels of comings and 

goings from the dwelling.  However, the driveway is away from that of the 

neighbouring property and the parking is within the courtyard area to the rear.  

It is screened, to a large extent, from the residential accommodation of its 

neighbour.  I am not persuaded that the increase in vehicle movements, either 

along the access road or at the property, even during unsociable hours, would 

result in harm to nearby residents.   

14. The attached dwelling does have an unusual relationship with this property.  Its 

rear garden extends beyond the dividing line between the houses and this 

allows for open views into its garden from existing windows.  There is also a 

small rear yard area associated with the appeal property that adjoins the 

garden of its neighbour.  The outbuildings and adjoining land beyond them also 

result in a close relationship between the properties.  These relationships 

already exist.  Although resulting in some relatively intimate arrangements, the 

scale and nature of the properties ensure that they retain a high quality living 

environment.     

15. Whilst five children living with adequate supervision would not differ 

significantly from the lawful use of this property, there is concern that the 

behaviour of the children would materially differ from those that could be 

expected to occupy a large family dwelling.  Whilst many families face 

significant challenges with their own children, I have to acknowledge that the 

future residents of this property would combine to offer a greater than normal 

challenge.  Difficulties with children living in the property could be emphasised 

because of the physical relationship of the property to its neighbour.    

16. I note the concerns for vulnerable residents in the area and the specific details 

of one in particular.  I acknowledge also the details provided and the issues 

associated with the potential for children to abscond.  I have been provided 
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with some police statistics relating to other homes and information regarding 

the previous operation of a home in the vicinity which is now closed.  The 

information does not enable me to fully assess whether these matters would 

reflect the likely nature or operation of this home, but the fear of crime and the 

increased potential for crime, are matters that weigh against this proposal.  

There is clearly the potential for future residents to engage in such activities 

and whilst this could also be said for any other future residents, I acknowledge 

that the potential is greater.   

17. The appellant has explained what safeguards would be in place to address 

these concerns and it is clear that future residents would, at all times, have at 

least a similar level of adult supervision to that within a family home.  The 

current low level of crime described would also be a significant benefit with 

regard to the vulnerable children that would live within the home.  

18. The potential for the proposed use to cause greater harm than the lawful use 

would clearly be dependent on the ability of the home to provide the highest 

standard of care for the children so that any behavioural problems could be 

addressed and managed.  It would depend on the children that are likely to be 

placed and the ability of the staff to control situations that may arise.  These 

are not matters that can be controlled through the planning system.  They are 

controlled and managed by other regulating bodies and rely to a large extent 

on the day to day management of the home.   

19. I am not able to predict whether the home would result in a significant increase 

in harm to the local residents with regard to the behaviour of future residents.    

I accept however that there would be a greater risk of disturbance and anti-

social behaviour and I acknowledge the fear of crime identified by residents as 

a real concern.  Any unacceptable increase in harm to the living conditions of 

nearby residents would be contrary to Core Policy A of the Local Development 

Framework 2008 as this seeks to protect the quality of life of local residents.   

20. The National Planning Policy Framework includes similar requirements to Core 

Policies A and M.  It seeks a good standard of amenity for all existing and 

future occupants.  It also encourages a mix of housing to meet the needs of 

different groups in the community.  Core Policy A also seeks the provision of a 

choice of housing to meet the needs of local communities.  This is a matter that 

provides considerable weight in favour of the proposal. 

21. The Framework also promotes the delivery of facilities and services to improve 

health, social and cultural wellbeing for all.  It seeks safe and accessible 

environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not 

undermine quality of life or community cohesion.  It promotes sustainable 

forms of development and it seeks to reduce demand for travel.  It also 

supports economic growth in rural areas. 

22. Reference has been made to Core Policy I: Community Facilities.  The 

supporting text suggests that this relates to village halls, chapels, Post Offices 

and shops which often serve networks of small communities and are essential 

for people who may face long journeys to reach alternative services.  I am not 

satisfied that this proposal falls within the scope of this policy.  In any event, it 

supports community facilities outside settlements if there are no suitable sites 

within them and where they would provide an essential facility to support the 
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local community.  As there is no evidence to suggest that there are other sites 

available or that any such need within the community is adequately met, this 

policy would offer support for the proposal. 

Conclusions     

23. The benefits of this accommodation for children, particularly in such a high 

quality property and environment would, particularly as no evidence has 

suggested that there is adequate or available provision elsewhere, provide 

considerable weight in favour of the proposal.  It gains support from elements 

of Core Policy A and the Framework.  The business use, the creation of new 

jobs and the support for existing jobs in this rural area are also significant 

benefits.   

24. I have fully considered all the representations made but I generally find that 

the impact of the proposed use would not differ significantly from the lawful 

use.  I am satisfied that the suggested condition regarding water conservation 

would adequately addresses the water supply concerns.  I have found two 

matters that weigh against the proposal.  The location is not well related to 

services.  Staff and visitors would be dependent on the use of vehicles as would 

the children in accessing schools and other facilities.  The weight I afford this 

concern is reduced due to the lack of any suggestion that other similar facilities 

are available or have spare capacity in more sustainable locations.   

25. The remaining concern relates to whether the property would be managed so 

as to prevent harm to the living conditions of the neighbouring residents, allay 

fears with regard to crime and protect local residents from such events.  The 

increased potential for anti-social behaviour, crime and the demonstrated fear 

of crime, are very significant concerns.  I therefore afford this matter 

considerable weight.     

26. The layout of the properties, to an extent, adds to the concerns with regard to 

the potential future behaviour of the children.  This and the concerns with 

regard to accessibility result in conflict with Core Policy M, potential conflict 

with Policy A and these are generally consistent with requirements within the 

Framework. 

27. Although I afford considerable weight to the potential for increased anti-social 

behaviour, crime and the fear of crime, given the limited scale of the proposal 

and the regulatory regime within which it would operate, I do not find these 

concerns, together with the other matters raised, to be sufficient to outweigh 

the substantial benefits of the proposal.  Although finely balanced, I find the 

level of conflict with the development plan policies to be outweighed by the 

support offer by Core Policy A and its support for the provision of a choice of 

housing.   

28. The Framework covers a wider range of issues than the policies of the 

development plan that have been referred to.  Although sustainability is at its 

core, I have been provided with no evidence to suggest that there is not a need 

for this type of housing or that the necessary provision is available elsewhere.  

I find the concerns to be more clearly outweighed by the benefits and on 

balance, I find support for the proposal from the Framework.  Overall, I 

conclude that the matters in favour of the proposal are sufficient to outweigh 

the concerns.  I therefore allow the appeal. 
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29. I have imposed a condition relating to the commencement of development and 

the details of the approved plan for the avoidance of doubt and in the interests 

of proper planning.  I have also imposed a condition limiting the use to a 

children’s home with a maximum of five children.  I consider this to be 

necessary to ensure that the described use and its impact on neighbouring 

residents can be properly managed.  I have also required that a scheme for 

water harvesting be submitted and implemented for the reasons set out above. 

30. The local planning authority have suggested that the use be limited to a five 

year period but no justification has been provided for this.  I consider it to be 

an unreasonable imposition given the regulation and monitoring requirements 

of Ofsted.  A condition regarding sound transmission to adjacent properties is 

also suggested.  Given the existing residential nature of this property and the 

similarity of the proposed use, together with the lack of any information that 

suggests the party walls are inadequate with regard to noise transmission, I 

am not satisfied that this requirement is necessary.   

31. I have not imposed conditions regarding the water supply as I am not satisfied 

that the use would result in greater demands on it.  The appellant has 

suggested that various windows could be obscured to reduce overlooking.  I do 

not consider this to be necessary given that such views already exist.   

 
Peter Eggleton  

INSPECTOR   

 







 

 

 
 List of Planning Applications Determined by the Director of Planning 
 for the Period from 03/01/2014 to 05/02/2014 
 in the Following Order and then by District:  
 Delegated Planning Applications;  
 Post Committee Applications; 
  on Expiration of Advertisement; 
  on Receipt of Amended Plans and Further Observations;  
 Approval of Conditions; 
  Applications Adjacent to the Park (3024); 
  Notifications Under Schedule 2, Part 6/7, of  
 The Town & Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 
 
NYM/2013/0286/FL  Approved 20/01/2014               
  erection of a domestic polytunnel at land known as Garden 10 
   Husthwaite Road, Coxwold for Mr Michael Stephenson 
 
NYM/2013/0471/FL Approved 07/01/2014   
  erection of replacement agricultural livestock building at Akitt 
   House Farm, Chopgate, Bilsdale for Mr Brian Mattison 
 
NYM/2013/0748/FL Approved 27/01/2014   
  construction of replacement two storey rear extension and 1 no.  
  dormer window to front elevation together with creation of 
   vehicular access at 2 Handley Cross, Carlton in Cleveland 
  for Mr David Buttery 
 
NYM/2013/0779/CU Approved 30/01/2014   
  change of use of land to form horse riding arena for hobby use 
   (retrospective) at Lambing Sheds, Colgate Lane, Osmotherley 
  for Professor & Mrs G Hutchings 
 
NYM/2013/0826/FL Approved 27/01/2014   
  construction of a replacement utility building at Swainby Country 
   Park, Church Lane, Swainby for Cotterhill Ltd trading as Swainby 
   Country Park 
 
NYM/2013/0834/FL Approved 31/01/2014   
  siting of shed (bee-house) for use in association with the 
  bee-keeping enterprise (retrospective) at Moorland View,    
  Battersby for Mr I Jones 
 
NYM/2013/0487/LB Granted 03/02/2014   
  Listed Building consent for internal alterations, installation of 4 no.  
   replacement windows and 1 no. door and insertion of 2 no.  
  rooflights at Brookfield Cottage, Maltongate, Thornton Dale 
  for Mrs G Forster 
 
NYM/2013/0776/FL Refused 16/01/2014   
                     variation of condition 4 of planning approval NYM/2011/0119/CU to 
   allow an extension of opening hours from 16.00hrs to 00.00hrs 
                      Sunday to Thursday and 16.00hrs to .00hrs Friday and Saturday 
  at 4 Pickering Road, Thornton le Dale for Mr Sefa Bolakar 
  



 

 

 
NYM/2013/0777/FL Approved 17/01/2014   
  construction of office/storage building at Studford Luxury Lodges, 
   High Street, Sproxton for Studford Luxury Lodges 
 
NYM/2013/0781/FL Approved 06/01/2014   
  construction of two storey rear extension at 6 The Mount, 
   Thornton Dale for Ms Rachael Armstrong 
 
NYM/2013/0799/FL Approved  31/01/2014   
  erection of timber building at South View, Main Street, Gillamoor 
  for Mrs Jane Lush 
 
 
NYM/2013/0802/FL Approved 23/01/2014   
  construction of an all weather sports pitch at RAF Fylingdales,  
  Pickering, North Yorkshire for RAF Fylingdales 
 
NYM/2013/0803/FL Approved 27/01/2014   
  re-cladding of single storey rear utility room with sandstone 
   together with lowering height of garage and re-cladding with 
   sandstone and extension of existing stone wall at Chapel Cottage, 
   Stape for Mrs Tina Ellis 
 
NYM/2013/0849/FL Approved 04/02/2014   
    alterations to shop front to provide disabled access  at Wardill 
    Bros, The Square, Thornton le Dale for Wardill Bros 
 
NYM/2013/0850/LB Granted 04/02/2014   
  Listed Building consent for alterations to shop front to provide 
   disabled access at Wardill Bros, The Square, Thornton le Dale 
  for Wardill Bros 
 
NYM/2013/0262/FL Refused 04/02/2014   
  installation of 4 no. replacement timber double glazed windows to 
   front elevation at 10 Castlegate, East Ayton for Mrs Janet Johnson 
 
 
NYM/2013/0263/LB Refused 04/02/2014   
  Listed Building consent for installation of 4 no. replacement timber 
   double glazed windows to front elevation at 10 Castlegate, East 
   Ayton for Mrs Janet Johnson 
 
NYM/2013/0386/FL Approved 20/01/2014   
  conversion of former shop to form annexe accommodation  
  together with alterations and construction of extensions and 
   dormer windows to main dwelling, erection of car port and 
   extension to timber shed in adjoining field at The Old Forge, 
   Stainsacre for Mr John Stainthorp 
 
NYM/2013/0474/FL Approved 20/01/2014   
  erection of replacement agricultural livestock building at Grange 
   Farm, Staintondale for J E & M P Else 
 
NYM/2013/0476/FL Approved 20/01/2014   
  erection of replacement agricultural livestock building at 
  Grange Farm, Staintondale for J E & M P Else 
  



 

 

NYM/2013/0511/FL Approved 24/01/2014   
  siting of 3 no. log cabins for holiday use and associated parking 
   and access road at 11 The Cliffe, Iburndale for Mr N Bentley 
 
NYM/2013/0574/FL Approved 14/01/2014   
  removal of agricultural building and change of use of land to 
   domestic together with conversion of agricultural buildings to form 
   1 no. local occupancy dwelling for sale/holiday letting cottage with 
   associated parking area at Manor House Farm, Newholm 
  for Mr Richardson 
 
NYM/2013/0575/LB Granted 14/01/2014   
  Listed Building consent for conversion of agricultural buildings to 
   form 1 no. local occupancy dwelling for sale/holiday letting cottage 
  at Manor House Farm, Newholm for Mr Richardson 
 
NYM/2013/0709/FL Approved 03/02/2014   
  demolition and construction of replacement village hall at  land on 
   Yederick Road, Brompton, Sawdon for Brompton by Sawdon 
   Parish Council 
 
NYM/2013/0753/FL Approved  15/01/2014   
  erection of ancillary domestic building to be used for a temporary 
   period as living accommodation for the owners of Stoupe Brow 
   Farm, (part retrospective) at Stoupe Brow Farm, Browside, 
   Ravenscar for Mr & Mrs Steven Totty 
 
NYM/2013/0758/FL Approved 20/01/2014   
                             erection of replacement agricultural livestock building at Grange 
                           Farm, Staintondale for  J E & M P Else 
 
NYM/2013/0761/FL Approved 10/01/2014   
  construction of two storey rear extension at Summerfield Cottage, 
   Beacon Way, Sneaton for Mr & Mrs Crookes 
 
NYM/2013/0774/FL Approved 30/01/2014   
  erection of general purpose agricultural building and extension to 
   existing building at Horse House Farm, Lealholm  for Mr & Mrs R & 
   P Kirkbride 
 
NYM/2013/0782/FL Approved 06/01/2014   
  construction of porch to front elevation at Shaw Cottage, High 
   Street, Hinderwell for Mr William Hobson 
 
NYM/2013/0784/FL Approved 10/01/2014   
  alterations, creation of ramped accesses and construction of single 
   storey extensions to School House and temporary classroom unit 
  at Glaisdale Primary School, Glaisdale for Corporate Director of 
   Children and Young People Services 
 
NYM/2013/0789/FL Approved 17/01/2014   
  construction of extension to existing dormer window at 
  The Riggs, Sneaton Lane, Ruswarp for Mr Richard Nixon 
 
NYM/2013/0792/FL Approved 17/01/2014   
  alterations and construction of porch following demolition of  
  existing conservatory at Church House Farm, Danby Head, Danby 
  for Mr & Mrs Morris 
  



 

 

 
NYM/2013/0795/FL Approved 16/01/2014   
  construction of 2 storey front extension, single storey side 
   extension together with extension to rear dormer  at 2 Stoneways, 
   Middle Lane, Hutton Buscel for Mr P Wilson 
 
NYM/2013/0804/FL Approved 17/01/2014   
  variation of condition 4 of planning approval NYM/2011/0723/FL 
   (and subsequent permission NYM/2012/0307/FL) to allow for the 
    provision of toilet/shower facilities within the existing pods 
  at Grouse Hill Caravan Park, Fylingdales for Mr Andrew Butterfield 
 
NYM/2013/0806/FL Approved 20/01/2014   
  construction of a dormer window together with alterations to 
   roofslope (revised scheme to NYM/2013/0502/FL) at 18 High 
   Street, Castleton for Mr J D Medd 
 
NYM/2013/0824/FL Approved 21/01/2014   
  construction of 2 no. dormer windows to front roofslope together 
   with construction of front porch and porch to side (western) 
   elevation at Plum Tree Cottage, Orchard Lane, Goathland 
  for Mr Craig Sperrin 
 
NYM/2013/0825/FL Approved 24/01/2014   
  installation of new window and door openings, steps, posts and 
   handrails and balustrade at Forestry Commission Visitors Centre, 
   Low Dalby for Forestry Commission 
 
NYM/2013/0835/FL Approved 17/01/2014   
  permission for temporary exploratory potash borehole down line of 
     potential future mine shaft and associated plant equipment 
   including drilling rig (max height 33 metres) and access 
   arrangements at Doves Nest, Sneaton for York Potash 
 
NYM/2013/0842/FL Approved 31/01/2014   
  alterations to storage building to include insertion of door and 
   windows to side elevation and gable and use of building to include 
   drying room and games room at Rosedale Abbey Caravan Park,  
   Rosedale Abbey for Flower of May Holiday Parks Limited 
 
NYM/2013/0817/FL Refused 03/02/2014   
   siting of container for storage of forestry equipment at Grinkle 
   Lane, (South Town Lane), Grinkle for Mr M Schuett 
 
NYM/2013/0863/NM Approved  20/01/2014   
  non material amendment to planning approval NYM/2013/0030/FL 
   to allow insertion of 2 windows to north elevation, 2 windows to 
   west elevation and 1 no. door to east elevation at Scaling Dam 
   Sailing Club, Easington for Mr Mark Lewis 
Notifications 
 
NYM/2013/0845/AGRP Approved  
  proposed forestry track at Slacks Wood, Great Ayton for Mr Raj  
  Parmar 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Applications Determined by the Director of Planning on Expiry of Advertisement,  
Receipt of Further Amended Plans and Observations 
 
None 
 
Applications Adjacent to the National Park (3024) 
 
13/02169/FL    Erection of a ground mounted solar photovoltaic panels at Wayside Farm,  
                 Coastal Road, Burniston, Scarborough 
 
            The Authority has assessed the above proposed development and have no 
             objections to the proposal. 
 
13/02551/OL    Erection of agricultural occupancy dwelling at Westside Farm off Coach 
                 Road, Sleights 
 
                 The Authority has assessed the details of the proposed development and 
                 recommended that the following comments be made: 
 
                 The proposed development site is approximately 500m from the boundary 
                 of the North York Moors National Park. However, given the scale and form 
                 of the proposed development it is not considered to have a harmful impact 
                 on the setting of the National Park and as such this Authority have raised no 
                 objections to the proposed development. 
 
R/2013/0856/RS Demolition of existing outbuilding and erection of single storey dwelling 
                 (resubmission) at Lodge Farm, Cow Close Lane, Moorsholm 
 
                 The Authority has assessed the details of the proposed development and 
                 recommended that the following comments be made: 
 
                 The proposed development site is adjacent to the boundary of the North 
                 York Moors National Park. However, given the scale and form of the 
                 proposed development it is not considered to have a harmful impact on the 
                 setting of the National Park and as such this Authority have raised no 
                 objections to the proposed development. 
 
Background Documents to this report                 File Ref: 
1. Signed reports- dates as given                     3022/1 
2. Signed letter - dates as given                      3024/1                                                                
 
Location 
North York Moors National Park Authority 
 



 
LIST OF ENFORCEMENT MATTERS DETERMINED  

BY THE DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 
 

FOR THE PERIOD – January 2014 
 
 

File No.  Development & Address   
   Decision Taken 
 
 
196/2010 Red Briar Cottage, Osmotherley 
  Erection of single storey extension 
  Not expedient to pursue 
 
Enq. 9811 10 West End, Osmotherley 
  Replacement windows 
  Not expedient to pursue 
 
Enq. 9492 land adjacent Thimbleby Shooting Ground 
  Tipping and burning waste 
  Not expedient to take action  
 
Enq. 8490 Badger Cottage, Stape 
  Use of residential annexe as permanent dwelling 
  Not expedient to take action 
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