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Members Update Sheet 

Item 1  NYM/2018/0039/FL 

Caroline Patmore - County Councillor for the Stillington Division 

This site is well known to me having been elected a NYCC member for the Stillington 
Division for the last 23 years. During this time I have been called out to the site on 
several occasions by the then tenant of the allotment, the late Mr Graham Fulton. Mr 
Fulton tried on behalf of the parish council and himself to get NYCC or Newburgh 
Estate to do work to relieve the flooding which was causing problems on the 
application site, his own property, that of his near neighbours on the east side of 
Byland Road, and the highway itself. 
  
I have personally witnessed this flooding and the depth of the water which can 
vary. It is particularly dangerous on the highway which carries the deepest water and 
lies only a short distance from a ford just outside the village boundary. Usually the 
ford is dry except on occasions when there is heavy rain in the catchment area. This 
causes a dilemma for vehicles that have managed to negotiate the flooding in the 
village only to find themselves marooned between what they have been through and 
the swift flowing water of the ford, and whether to do a “U” turn. Vehicles negotiating 
the floodwater can cause a wash that goes through the hedge onto the application 
site which also floods from water coming off the bank. Mr Fulton invested in a pump 
to relieve this problem as he found it so irksome, but when the water is as extensive 
as this flood can be, there was nowhere to pump the water until it subsides naturally. 
  
There are several letters in your Application Report from people living in the village 
or who know the village well and are distressed about this build for many reasons 
including the flooding, but only one letter of support from a person who lived in the 
village but well away from the flood area. I attach a copy of an article that was 
published in the Daily Mail last Saturday (16/05/20) and shows the extent of the 
feeling about this Application build. 
 
It is disappointing and concerning to residents of Coxwold and to myself that this 
Application is recommended for Approval when the matter of flooding has been left 
so long in abeyance without remedy. There is no guarantee that it will be dealt with 
in the future either whether the houses are built or not.     
Because of this I would like to suggest to the Planning Committee hearing this 
Application that there are possibly two solutions: - 

1. That the Committee consider “Approval” only AFTER the matter of the 
flooding has been dealt with, and the Authority is satisfied with the work 

2. And In the alternative, a condition of any Approval given be that work can only 
be started on the site AFTER the work to remedy the flooding of Byland Road 
and surrounding land has been completed to NYMNPA’s satisfaction.  
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Others: Mr & Mrs Chidwick - 17 May 2020 - 1 Orchard Cottage - Continue to object for 
reasons already submitted and would also add the following: 
 

• Why were two storey homes rejected on the grounds that only single storey homes 
were acceptable, yet this application still contains two two storey homes? 

• Despite the alleged need for more affordable housing in the village, three affordable 
homes have been for sale for a very long time on Thirsk Bank, one for over a year. 
One has only recently sold but that still leaves two. We would contend that the 
homes in this planning application will not be deemed affordable, especially if trying 
to attract younger people to the village. 

• The refutation of our objections based on our experience of flooding on Byland Road 
is basically founded on an assumption that we have misled the Authority, despite our 
having submitted photographs.  

• The application still contains no measures to protect our properties from flooding 
arising from run off from the beck next to the proposed site during the increasing 
number of heavy rain events we are experiencing. These events can bring increased 
amounts of debris down the beck, overwhelming the broken culvert and causing the 
beck to flood the road and wash into our properties, as shown in photographs already 
submitted. There is similarly no mention of arrangements to cope with the no doubt 
increased run off from the proposed hard standing, not to mention roof water. During 
these heavy rain events, a pool forms in the bottom corner of the field next to the 
lane and that also can flow out on to the road. 

• The culvert which is supposed to take the water from point 4 is broken and has been 
for many years. It is the applicants’ responsibility to fix it and, whilst it may be a 
condition of granting planning permission, who will actually verify to everyone’s 
satisfaction that this and other conditions are met before building work begins? 

• Despite much and passionate representation from many villagers, ourselves 
included, our local parish council has still not consulted any of us about this 
development yet has given it their approval.  
 

 
Mr Roy McGhie, 2 Orchard Cottage, Coxwold - The Planning Officer’s recommendation 
for this development states the following (emphasis mine): 

“As the application for four principal residence dwellings is contrary to Policy provisions, and 
only being considered acceptable as a form of enabling development, it is considered that 
permission could only be granted if there was also development meeting the needs of the 
local community. The Rural Housing Enabler has undertaken a housing needs survey 
which identifies a small need in the locality and one Registered Social Landlord (RSL) 
has been approached who has suggested they might be interested in purchasing the other 
site.” 

I have an email from the Rural Housing Enabler who carried out the survey. She has 
confirmed that the survey she carried out does not show a need for housing. She stresses 
that the response rate was so low that it is impossible to state what the local housing need in 
Coxwold is. I have attached the email chain from the RHE below. 

Three affordable houses have already been approved via delegated authority earlier in the 
month for the applicant, and now the Planning Committee is being asked to agree to an 
additional four open market houses in direct contradiction of Policy provisions, all in a small 
rural village which, contrary to the opinion of the Planning Officer’s Report, has no identified 
need for any additional housing. 
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From: Amanda Madden  
Sent: 19 May 2020 09:25 
To: 'Roy McGhie'  
Subject: RE: Coxwold Houisng Need Information  
  
Yes that is fine 
  
  
Amanda Madden 
Hambleton Rural Housing Enabler 
Housing 

 
Email:  
Website:  
  
Please note that I work alternate Wednesdays, every Thursday and Friday 
  
  
From: Roy McGhie  
Sent: 19 May 2020 10:25 
To: Amanda Madden 
Subject: RE: Coxwold Houisng Need Information 
  
Would it be okay if I confirmed to the committee your view that it's impossible to say what the housing 
need is based on the limited response to the survey? 
  
Thanks, 
Roy 
  
  
  
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
  
  
  
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Amanda Madden <  
Date: 19/05/2020 10:21 (GMT+00:00)  
To: 'Roy McGhie' <  
Subject: RE: Coxwold Houisng Need Information  
  
I am sorry Roy but it is impossible to say what the housing need is from the only 3 responses 
I received from my survey. 
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Moira Fulton, The Old Chapel, Coxwold - Having read the Planning Officer’s 
recommendation for acceptance of this development I would like to make some further 
points in addition to my original objections. 

1 Why has the developer’s plans for two double height + two single storey houses been 
accepted, when originally, the NP had stated that only single storey houses would be 
approved in order to preserve an important view up the village. Is it because Newburgh has 
put pressure on the NP & refused to release land for low - cost housing unless the NP 
abandoned their guidelines? 

2 The Director of Planning Report p 17 states that Newburgh contributes to tourism in the 
NP, including Coxwold. The contribution to the economy of Coxwold is marginal. Newburgh 
is only open two afternoons a week in April, May & sometimes June & has its own tea room. 
It is closed at the height of the tourist season in July, August & September. 

3 Newburgh still owns eight properties in the village + The Fauconberg Arms, as well as 
properties in other villages. It could sell one or more properties to fund development without 
damaging the appearance of Coxwold. Allowing this development goes against all strategic 
policy guidelines & will encourage further applications for development by Newburgh on their 
other land in the village, which will be difficult to refuse. 

2 Allowing a large four bed house of 7.4 metres in height, next to the much lower Old 
Chapel, goes against NPLDP directives viz. DP3 “seeks to maintain and enhance the 
distinctive character of the National Park by ensuring that the siting, and density of 
development preserves or enhances views into and out of the site; that the scale, height, 
massing and design are compatible with surrounding buildings.” 

3 Allowing a development of no architectural distinction ignores DP4 "seeks to ensure that 
development within or immediately adjacent to a Conservation Area either preserves or 
enhances the character or setting of the area.” 

4 The Old Chapel built in 1864 as a Primitive Methodist Chapel, is also an historic building 
which, as the first building seen on the approach to the village from Ampleforth, provides an 
attractive entry point. This view will now be completely blocked by the 7.4 metre house 
immediately next to its boundary. Page 18 of the report admits that views adjacent to the Old 
Chapel will be blocked. The report also states” the proposed development, whilst adjacent to 
the rear garden, would not have an overbearing impact or result in an unacceptable loss of 
daylight to that adjacent property” This statement is purely a matter of opinion not of fact. 

 

The Old Chapel to the eaves is 4 
metres so the scale of the 7.4 metre 
house will completely dwarf the Old 
Chapel. The whole length of its small 
garden will be dominated by this 
large house, its offshoot & double 
garage & this is a statement of fact, 
not an opinion 
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This is the fine view from the Old 
Chapel which will be blocked by 
the four bedroom house. P 17 of 
the report admits there may be 
some damage to the large 
sycamore tree on the edge of the 
field 

 

 

5 When Mr & Mrs Frith built Wakendale, 10 years ago, the NP imposed very strict 
regulations on the height of their house, which had to be lower than adjacent Orchard 
Cottages & they were also instructed to keep the height of their garage below the out 
building of the adjacent Forge. Does this mean that an application from Newburgh Priory is 
not subject to the same planning regulations as a private individual? 

6 The reason the NP has given to approve this detrimental development is that there is a 
need for more houses in the village. Until recently there have been three terrace houses, in 

good condition & at affordable prices, for 
sale for several months (one for over a 
year), one is now sold but two are still on 
the market. This does not suggest there is 
an urgent need for more housing, 
particularly of the expensive four bedroom 
type which is not likely to be affordable to 
many young people. 

 

The two lower houses are still for sale (May 16th 2020) 

7 The land released by Newburgh for three low cost houses is next to the sewage works, 
which smell in hot weather. It would not be of interest to a commercial developer. It is 
unlikely given this position that, even at low cost, the properties will prove popular. 

8 The LLFA on page 7 of its reports states “the evidence the field floods is inconclusive”, 
does this mean it is has been assumed that those who wrote in about the evidence for 
flooding & those who signed the petition 20/02/20 have deliberately lied? 

9 If, despite the knowledge that guide lines are being broken by permitting this development, 
Members agree to it on May 21st, I trust that at least the damage will be reduced, by only 
giving permission for four single storey houses, which was the original plan of the National 
Park. Although giving such permission will set a dangerous precedent for future 
development in Coxwold, these single storey houses will have a less visually detrimental 
effect on the approach to the village from the north. 

  



7 
 

Please see below information received in support from the Planning Agent: 
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Officer Comments: 

This application relates to principle residence dwellings and there is no requirement for a 
need to be demonstrated in advance of an approval being granted.   
 
This application doesn’t relate to affordable housing, however, the recommended Section 
106 Agreement would, amongst other things, require that the affordable units approved on a 
separate site in Coxwold be built before this proposed development could be commenced. 
 
In terms of concerns regarding flooding, the proposed Section 106 Agreement will also 
require the applicant to undertake the necessary repairs to the culvert outside the site prior 
to the commencement of the development, as recommended by the Lead Local Flood 
Authority.  
 

Item 2  NYM/2020/0054/FL 

Others: Mrs Anna & Mr Andrew Newham, Hajoles House, 35 Ainthorpe Lane, 
Ainthorpe - We previously expressed our support for the proposed development of 
Ainthorpe Yard, Ainthorpe. We would like to further provide our support in writing to the 
Planning Committee meeting being held on the 21/3/2020; unfortunately neither of us are 
able to attend in person due to being key workers during the Covid-19 pandemic. 

We note that objection has been made in regards to the development being ‘wholly out of 
keeping’ with the pattern of development in the village and would ‘result in the loss of an 
open space which is considered to contribute to the amenity, character and setting’ of the 
wider village. In our opinion the development of Ainthorpe yard would be wholly in keeping 
with the development of the village due to the sympathetic design and modest proportions of 
the dwelling, added to this the sustainable features of the build and property supports the 
criteria for developing housing that will improve economic, social and environmental 
sustainability of the local area. 

In respect to the loss of open space or vista to the surrounding area we note that this 
proposed development site has never been identified as a visually important space and in 
our opinion does not provide a particular outstanding viewpoint to the surrounding 
countryside for local residents or visitors to the area and we do not believe it would be 
detrimental to the special qualities or distinctiveness of the village.  

We note that refusal has also been based on the opinion that ‘the site does not constitute a 
small gap within a continuously built up frontage’ and would ‘represent sporadic 
development’, however the proposed site is in fact at the centre of the village and resides 
directly next to a neighbouring dwelling to the left and agricultural building to the right. We 
believe this development would therefore in fact add to the already existing character of the 
centre of the village. 

Finally, over the last eight weeks during the lockdown imposed on us all due to the Covid-19 
pandemic community spirit and support has grown immensely with local food suppliers being 
vitally important in providing the local community with supplies, particularly for our elderly 
and vulnerable residents. Mr and Mrs Asquith have been one of the many local residents 
and small businesses that have played a vital role in this and would be a true loss to our 
community if they were forced to take their livelihood and food production elsewhere. This 
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also extends out of the current pandemic situation where they regularly supply local 
businesses (pubs/restaurants) with high quality locally produced food supporting the local 
economy. 

Additional Background Information 

The applicant’s agent has written in with additional information: 
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Further Additional Background Information 
 
The applicant’s agent has written in further with additional information: 

 



25 
 



26 
 

 
 
 
 
 



27 
 

 

  



28 
 



29 
 



30 
 



31 
 



32 
 

  



33 
 

  
 
Item 3   NYM/2020/0114/FL 

Others: G. Carnell, 51 South End Osmotherley -  

Dimensions 

There are discrepancies around the scale of drawings relating to the area of hard standing 
and the length of the garage. 

In the original and resubmitted planning applications the dimensions of the garage are the 
same length and width and drawn to the same scale.  

This original planning permission being granted to build a brick wall which extended 2.4 
metres in length (and 3.5 metres in height) parallel to the sunroom of 51 Southend. Which 
would have a substantial negative effect on both the light and ambiance to the sunroom of 
the neighbouring property. 

In recent communication a request has been made for clarification of whether the planning 
authority are determining an application to approve the garage as it has been built or 
determine an application as per the submitted plans. Mr Hill responded to say this question 
would be considered. 

The document labelled as recommendations of the director of planning states 

“The garage is now longer than the neighbour’s flat roofed garage to which it is adjacent. 
The front elevations are in line, but the rear elevation projects 2.4m beyond that rear wall of 
the neighbour’s garage, and approximately 30cm from the boundary.  

And the garage building has been measured three times by different Officers, and the 
dimensions were found to be accurate.” 

And yet, his is not correct. 

The garage which has been constructed extends just over one meter in length parallel to the 
sunroom of the neighbouring property. The recent site inspection has observed the wall as 
built. It does affect both light and ambiance but is not representative of the degree to which 
both would be negatively affected if the wall extended 2.4 metres. 

It is simply not appropriate to produce planning recommendations, expect interested and 
affected parties to comment, or approve a planning application without proper clarification as 
to what is being considered for approval. 

Development Policy 19 states that proposals for extensions or development will only be 
supported where the scale, height, form, position and design does not adversely affect the 
amenities of neighbouring occupiers, or that of the existing dwelling.  

An application for a garage wall to be extended by 2.4 metres adjacent to the neighbouring 
sunroom of 51 Southend should not be supported.  

Lighting 

It has been brought to the attention of the planning authority that a nuisance is being caused 
by the light streaming into the bedroom of the neighbouring property, which is several meters 
higher than the security light mounted on the garage wall. This has been observed, though 
not remedied, by two Environmental Health Officers. The lighting is inappropriate. The 
matter has been dismissed by the owner of 53 Southend as not being an issue. Clearly this 
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is an ongoing problem that is not yet resolved. And yet the Director of Planning report 
recommends the lighting shall be maintained in its current state in perpetuity. 

Tree 

The document labelled as a Public Arborists Report is a very brief assessment carried out by 
an individual who states he is merely aiming to follow British Standard 5837 and whose 
website offers services relating to a tree surgeon. It makes no mention of the notional root 
spread of the tree. 

A professional arboricultural report including depth and detail based on the knowledge and 
experience of a professionally qualified arboriculturist would be appropriate, reliable and 
more objective.  

The planning report suggests professional arboriculture advice on the advisability of 
retaining the tree in its current trimmed format is sought. And yet no date for this action has 
been set and the planning application is to be determined before this has been completed. 

The planning application is also to be considered and determined without having the 
associated plans amended to include the correct information including the plotting of the 
tree.  

Garage Dimensions 

There are discrepancies around the scale of drawings relating to the length of the garage. 
(as detailed in a previous email). It is not appropriate to consider a planning application 
which has relevant omissions and contains incorrect, inaccurate or ambiguous information.  

Deviations from original planning application 

The original planning application was granted with restrictions. Unauthorised construction of 
a hard standing area way beyond the scope of the planning permission was built.  

Claims that the height and nature of this area of land have not been unaltered are untrue. 
Whilst this was under construction three members of the Planning Authority visited the site 
and had the opportunity to note, photograph and report on this issue. Planning Authority 
records will record whether this was reported or whether a blind eye was turned.  

The recommendation that this hardstanding be allowed via a retrospective planning 
application simply reinforces the notion that planning regulations can be ignored without 
consequence. 

It concerns me greatly that a planning decision is to based on assumptions, 
generalisations and inaccurate information.  I am left wondering why the planning 
authority is so reluctant to establish the facts and make an informed decision based 
on the truth.   
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Item 4  NYM/2020/0157/FL  

Parish Council - 07/05/2020 - The Parish Council has no further comments on the 
proposed amendments to application NYM/2020/0157/FL. 

 




