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North York Moors National Park Authority 
Planning Committee 

 
 15 February 2018 
 
 Miscellaneous Items 
 
(a) Development Management 
 
Please note that the appeal documentation for each of the applications listed below can be found by 
clicking on the application reference number. 
 
Hearings and Inquiries 
 
None. 
 
Appeals Received 
 
None. 
 
Appeals Determined 
 
The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government has determined the following 
appeals made to him against decisions of the Committee:- 
 

Reference Number Appellants Name 
and Location Description Appeal Decision 

NYM/2017/0254/FL Mrs Belinda Little 
Land adjacent to  
4 Echo Hill, 
Sleights, Whitby, 
YO22 5AE 

Proposed construction of 
new dwelling. 

Dismissed 

NYM/2016/0817/FL Mr R Walker 
South Moor Farm, 
Langdale End, 
Scarborough 

Change of use of land to 
form 1 no. grass runway 
and construction of 
pilot/restroom building 
(revised scheme following 
dismissal at appeal of 
NYM/2015/0781/FL) 

Dismissed 

 
Attached at Appendix 1. 
 
(b) Enforcement 
 
Appeal documentation relating to an enforcement matter is currently only available on request.  
 
Hearings and Inquiries 
 
None. 
 
Appeals Received 
 
None. 
 

http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/northgate/documentexplorer/application/folderview.aspx?type=NLP11GL1_DC_PLANAPP&key=813178&iWgrnzsWW4I=aH8Pp24Bn4U=
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/northgate/documentexplorer/application/folderview.aspx?type=NLP11GL1_DC_PLANAPP&key=812853&iWgrnzsWW4I=aH8Pp24Bn4U=
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Appeals Determined 
 
None. 
 
 
 
(c) 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 2. 

 
 [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]. 

 
(d) 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 3.  
 
 
 [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 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 8 January 2018 

by David Cross  BA (Hons), PGDip, MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 31st January 2018  

Appeal Ref: APP/W9500/W/17/3185209 

Land Adjacent to 4 Echo Hill, Sleights, Whitby YO22 5AE 

 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 Mrs Belinda Little against the decision of North York Moors

National Park.

 The application Ref NYM/2017/0254/FL, dated 31 March 2017, was refused by notice

dated 3 July 2017.

 The development proposed is construction of new dwelling.

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.

Main Issue 

2. The main issue in this appeal is whether the proposed development would

provide a suitable site for a dwelling, with due regard to the location of the site
within the countryside and the North York Moors National Park (NP).

Reasons 

3. The appeal site is a garden area adjacent to a dwelling in Echo Hill – a group of
dwellings some distance from the settlement of Sleights.  The main parties

agree that the site is located within the Open Countryside for the purposes of
planning.  Core Policy J of the NP Core Strategy and Development Policies 2008
(CSDP) restricts new housing development in the Open Countryside unless

there are special circumstances, including housing which is essential for
meeting farming and other specified uses or a letting to meet local needs.  The

appeal proposal relates to an open market dwelling and would therefore conflict
with Policy J.

4. However, the appellant contends that the proposal would not lead to material

harm, and in particular that the design and location of the dwelling in a gap
between existing buildings would not cause harm to the landscape.  Therefore,

whilst the proposal would conflict with the wording of Core Policy J, she
considers that the proposal would meet the objectives of Core Policy A of the
CSDP and of the Framework in relation to the National Park purposes and

sustainable development.

5. The appellant states that the existing dwellings at Echo Hill are rural in

character.  However, I saw that the design of the dwellings and their relatively
regimented layout has a more suburban character.  The location of the

Appendix 1

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/W9500/W/17/3185209 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate  2 

dwellings on a prominent ridge adds to an incongruous appearance for this 

cluster of dwellings located beyond the built up area of Sleights. 

6. Whilst there are a number of dwellings in the vicinity of the appeal site, I saw

that it is most closely visually associated with 1 to 5 Echo Hill which appear as
three distinct building blocks on the skyline.  The gap in the building line
created by the appeal site breaks up the visual impact of this line of buildings

and reduces the enclosing effect on the land between Echo Hill and Sleights.  I
acknowledge that the design of the dwelling would complement the design of

the neighbouring dwellings, but I consider that this would exacerbate the
incongruous suburban character of this group of buildings rather than blending
into the landscape.  Whilst the dwellings at Echo Hill have a relatively well

ordered and homogenous character, the infilling of the gap would further
consolidate this group of dwellings with resultant harm to the landscape.

7. I note that the proposal would reflect the massing of established trees which
are visible on the skyline.  However, the visual prominence of the trees will
vary over the course of the year depending on when they are in leaf.  In any

event, the existence of natural landscape features does not justify the
introduction of a built structure which may be of a similar scale but would be

fundamentally different in appearance.

8. I have had regard to the appeal decision referred to by the appellant at
Knowles Lodge1.  However, I note that this was for the replacement of an

existing dwelling and therefore the visual and other considerations that would
arise from that proposal would be materially different to the case before me.

This matter does not therefore weigh in favour of the appeal.

9. For the above reasons, including harm to the landscape, I conclude that the
proposal would not represent a suitable location for a dwelling.  The proposal

would conflict with Core Policy A of the CSDP in respect of conserving and
enhancing the landscape.  The proposal would also conflict with Core Policy J

which states, amongst other things, that housing in the open countryside will
only be permitted in special circumstances - in the case of this appeal no such
circumstances have been demonstrated.  These Policies are broadly consistent

with the provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework and in particular
with respect to sustainable development in rural areas and the great weight

that should be given to conserving the landscape and scenic beauty in National
Parks.

10. For the reasons given above, and taking account of all material planning

considerations, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

David Cross 

INSPECTOR 

1 Appeal ref: APP/C9499/W/16/3151272 
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Appeal Decision 
Hearing Held on 31 January 2018 

Site visit made on 17 October 2017 

by Philip Major  BA(Hons) DipTP MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 5th February 2018 

Appeal Ref: APP/W9500/W/17/3178824 
South Moor Farm, Langdale End, Scarborough YO13 0LW. 

 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 R Walker against the decision of North York Moors National

Park.

 The application Ref: NYM/2016/0817/FL, dated 21 November 2016, was refused by

notice dated 17 February 2017.

 The development proposed is an airstrip including grass runway and pilot/restroom

facility.

Preliminary Matters 

1. This appeal was initially due to be determined following the written
representations procedure.  However, having visited the site and considered
the matters being raised I decided to change procedure and subsequently held

a hearing on the above date.  A second site visit on the day of the hearing was
not considered necessary by any party.

2. There have been 3 previous proposals at this site, all of which were considered
on appeal, and all of which were dismissed.  They differed in various ways from
this proposal.  I am familiar with those decisions, but of course took no part in

those determinations.  The previous decisions are material considerations to
which I have regard in this appeal.  As explained at the hearing this appeal is

to be determined afresh and I therefore heard evidence on a range of matters.

3. I am aware that an Article 4 Direction is due to come into force in April 2018.
This would have the effect of restricting permitted development rights so as to

prevent the use of the land as an airfield for up to 28 days in a calendar year.

Decision 

4. The appeal is dismissed.

Main Issue 

5. The main issues in the appeal are:

(a) The likely effect of the proposed development on protected species in

the vicinity of the site; 

(b) Whether the proposal would accord with the statutory purposes of the 

National Park; 

(c) The impact on landscape character. 
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Reasons 

Impact on Protected Species 

6. The presence of protected species of birds in the vicinity of the proposed 

airstrip is not disputed.  In particular I heard concerns in relation to goshawk, 
nightjar, turtle dove and honey buzzard.  I have some limited survey 
information provided by the Bird Assessments submitted by the Appellant. 

7. I am guided in my consideration of this matter by policies of the development 
plan, including the North York Moors Core Strategy and Development Policies of 

November 2008 (hereafter the CS).  Key policies drawn to my attention are 
Core Policies A and C. I was told that a new local plan is in preparation but as 
yet can carry no weight in decision making.  Further advice is available in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and ODPM Circular 06/2005 – 
Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations and their 

Impact Within the Planning System (the circular). 

8. All the above species of birds benefit from protection under the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981.  That protection is enhanced in the case of goshawk and 

honey buzzard.  Protection is also afforded by European Directive.  In addition 
honey buzzard and turtle doves are listed as species of principal importance for 

the conservation of biodiversity in England by the Natural Environment and 
Rural Communities Act 2006.  There is, therefore, a raft of national and 
international protection for these birds, all of which is geared towards either 

the avoidance of harm and/or the enhancement of habitat in which they exist. 

9. Paragraph 99 of the circular is explicit in setting out what should be established 

before planning permission is granted.  It states that “It is essential that the 
presence or otherwise of protected species, and the extent that they may be 
affected by the proposed development, is established before the planning 

permission is granted, otherwise all relevant material considerations may not 
have been addressed…”.  This is in tune with the policies of the NPPF which, 

amongst other things, seek to promote the protection and recovery of priority 
species populations.  In a similar vein Core Policy A of the CS seeks to ensure 
that priority is given to maintaining and enhancing the natural environment 

and conditions for biodiversity, whilst Core Policy C requires maintenance and, 
where appropriate, enhancement of conditions for priority species.  These 

policies also follow the thrust of the NPPF. 

10. Whilst I acknowledge that the Appellant’s proposal is at the lower end of 
activity that might be expected from the operation of a grass airfield, there is 

nonetheless an expectation (set out in the circular) that the potential impact of 
the operation is well understood before planning permission can be safely 

granted.  It is my judgement that in this case the potential impact has not 
been demonstrated to anything like a suitable standard.  This is for several 

reasons. 

11. First, the bird assessments carried out seem to me to barely scratch the 
surface of what would be necessary to truly capture the numbers and 

distribution of the protected species hereabouts.  There is acknowledgement 
from the Appellant that the species are present, and agreement that habitat is 

suitable to support them.  There is also no disagreement about the importance 
of the populations here, especially as the general locality is at the margins of 
the range for some.  I do recognise the difficulty in establishing sufficient data 
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to enable decisions to be made in relation to likely impact, and it is likely that 

this would take several years to be properly robust.  So meeting the terms of 
the expectations in the circular would be likely to be an onerous but necessary 

task.  Without implying criticism of the work done on behalf of the Appellant, 
the task has not been completed to a robust standard.   

12. Secondly, because of the dearth of reliable information, I do not have sufficient 

information to be able to make a definitive assessment of the likely impact on 
protected species.  Without such an assessment what was described as ‘the 

precautionary principle’ at the hearing, is the correct approach.  The onus is on 
the Appellant to show that the impacts of the development would be 
acceptable.  I do not have such information and therefore it would be unsafe to 

grant planning permission.  

13. Thirdly, I am in any event persuaded by the expert evidence brought by the 

Authority that the likelihood is that the species concerned would be significantly 
disturbed by the activities of the airfield.  In this regard I was told that birds of 
the same species can react differently in given circumstances.  Therefore, for 

example, European goshawks habituated to urban living are very different to 
goshawks which breed in the North York Moors.  I accept that treetop nesting 

birds, which also soar to great heights, may well have a propensity to be 
disturbed by light aircraft. 

14. Similarly nightjar, though nocturnal in activity, may well be disturbed by 

aircraft during their daytime resting period.  There is a real risk that all the 
species considered in this appeal would be disturbed sufficiently to abandon 

breeding or even leave the area completely.  I do not find the arguments that 
the activity proposed is at such a limited level that disturbance is unlikely is 
sufficiently persuasive or satisfactorily addresses the requirement to clearly 

demonstrate the impact of the development.   

15. In that regard I do not discount the evidence from Stow Maries airfield but, 

from what I gleaned at the hearing, that is a very different locality with 
significantly different circumstances.  So too is the situation at the Stanford 
Training Area in Breckland.  Though somewhat counterintuitively slower aircraft 

such as those which would operate here, are said to be more likely to cause 
disturbance to wildlife than the noisier fast jets which sometimes fly over the 

North York Moors.  My understanding is that slower aircraft are more likely to 
be perceived as predators. 

16. Mention has been made of the Special Protection Area (SPA) which has been 

designated in accordance with the Birds Directive.  The nearest point of the 
SPA is some distance from the appeal site and I have insufficient evidence to 

be able to conclude that the integrity of the SPA itself would be adversely 
affected by the proposal.  The species for which the SPA was designated do 

not, of course, respect boundaries on the ground and it is the impact on the 
species which is crucial here. 

17. Taking these matters together it is clear to me that the work done on behalf of 

the Appellant does not indicate that the proposed development could be carried 
out without undue risk of unacceptable disturbance to, and potential 

displacement or loss of, protected species.   The credible evidence all points in 
the other direction.  The proposal is therefore in conflict with CS Core Policies A 
and C, the NPPF and the requirements of the circular. 
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Purposes of the National Park 

18. The purposes of National Parks are: 
 To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural 

heritage of the National Parks, and 
 To promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the 

special qualities of the Parks by the public. 

19.  It must follow from my conclusion on the first main issue that the proposed 
development would be in conflict with the first purpose since it would fail to 

conserve and enhance wildlife within the National Park. 

20. It is possible to argue that the provision of a facility to enable people to visit 
the National Park by light aircraft would enhance the enjoyment of the Park.  

That said, any such enjoyment could be achieved by the use of alternative 
means of transport, or the use of alternative established airfields. 

21. Even were I to accept that the proposal meets the second purpose of the 
National park, there would remain conflict with the first purpose.  Where there 
is such conflict the Sandford principle requires that the first purpose takes 

priority.  As a result it is impossible for me to conclude that the development 
would be in accordance with statutory National Park purposes. 

Landscape Character 

22. The Council did not contest the appeal on the grounds that it would be harmful 
to the character of the landscape of the National Park1, though local residents 

maintain that objection.  The Appellant had the opportunity to address this 
matter at the hearing and largely relies on previous appeal decisions. 

23. I have read the previous appeal decisions relating to this land which, in the 
case most closely related to this (APP/W9500/W16/3144478) did not find 
unacceptable harm to landscape character.  I have noted the comments made 

by the Inspector which relate to the tranquillity of this part of the National 
Park, and the impact of the proposal on that tranquillity.  There is reference in 

that decision to the use of the airfield by up to 5 aircraft at one time, which 
would not have a continuous presence on site.  In the case before me it is 
suggested that a condition be imposed on any permission limiting use to a 

maximum of 10 aircraft at any one time.  This is a material difference, but in 
any event it would be possible to control aircraft numbers and types, and I 

accept that on some occasions there would be none present (except the 
Appellant’s). 

24. Notwithstanding any difference in numbers of aircraft which might be on the 

airfield at any one time I respectfully disagree with the assessment of the 
previous Inspector.  The appeal site is located in a tranquil part of the National 

Park.  On that we agree.  There is undoubtedly some activity hereabouts, such 
as walking and mountain biking, but those are unlikely to affect tranquillity to 

any degree.  This section of the Dalby Forest Drive is described by local 
residents as being the least used.  That seems to me to be logical given that it 
is the furthest point of access from A or B roads.  It is far more likely that 

visitors would enter from the Thornton Dale direction, visit attractions such as 
Go Ape or The Bridestones, and return by the same route.  Tranquillity in the 

vicinity of the appeal site is therefore likely to be more pronounced and to a 

                                       
1 A decision I understand was driven by previous appeal decisions and costs awards. 
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large extent this is established by the low background noise readings reported 

in the limited2 noise survey of January 2014.  LA90(1hour) background noise 
levels are no more than 36dB even with engines from one of the few car rallies 

which occurs in Dalby Forest. 

25. What is proposed here would have the potential to alter the tranquillity of the 
locality.  Albeit not on a continuous basis, there would be light aircraft 

approaching or taking off, possibly up to 10 in any one day, with no control 
over the gaps between them.  Even if restricted to 5 aircraft per day, and 

assuming most activity during the months of better weather, there could well 
be hundreds of take offs and landings over a period of a few months.  Light 
aircraft are not especially noisy machines, but in a quiet location multiple 

experiences of their comings and goings would be bound to affect the 
perception of tranquillity hereabouts. 

26. Tranquillity is not just confined to noise.  Though there is no common definition 
in use it must surely include other senses.  Dictionary definitions includes the 
words ‘serene’, ‘stillness’ and ‘undisturbed’.  In my judgement the proposal 

would at times interfere with these qualities which are currently evident in this 
part of the National Park.  That interference could be intense at times.  

Notwithstanding the occasional presence of fast jets in the area which are 
bound to have a fleeting impact, the effect of the light aircraft which would use 
the appeal site would be likely to be more pronounced because of their 

presence over greater time period.  Hence I disagree with the judgement of the 
previous Inspector on this perceptual matter, and consider that the proposal 

would adversely impact on the tranquil character of this part of the Park.  This 
would adversely affect enjoyment of the Park by some visitors.  Although the 
mown runway and small pilot building would have limited visual impact my 

finding on character militates against the grant of planning permission and 
leads to conflict with the purposes of National Parks and CS Core Policy A. 

27. Even if I were to agree with the previous Inspector and find no harm to the 
character of the Park this would not outweigh the harm I have identified on the 
other main issues. 

Other Matters 

28. Separately to the consideration of tranquillity some local residents have 

concerns in relation to the noise of aircraft affecting their living conditions.  
What is of importance here is not whether the aircraft using the appeal site 
would be noticeable, but whether they would cause such disturbance as to 

make the dwellings affected unacceptable places to live. 

29. In this regard the number of flights would be limited, and the noise would be 

likely to be no more than a passing tractor or less.  The character of the noise 
would be different (and would also be different between take offs and landings) 

and would not last long.  As such, although it might cause occasional 
annoyance or mild disturbance, I cannot accept that the living conditions of any 
nearby dwelling would be made untenable.  This does not weigh against the 

proposal. 

30. There is a public bridleway close to the proposed grass runway.  Concern has 

been expressed in regard to the possible startling of horses here.  I do 

                                       
2 Limited in time 
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understand that concern, but it would be possible to require the erection of 

signage on land under the control of the Appellant which would warn riders of 
the potential for disturbance by aircraft.  I am satisfied that this would deal 

adequately with any risk. 

31. As was discussed in previous appeal decisions the matter of the impact on 
heritage assets has been considered.  Those schemes would have had a greater 

impact because they all included a second auxiliary runway which would 
require some burying of cables.  There would be no such requirement in this 

case and, although the setting of nearby assets would be affected to a degree 
by flight activity, I am satisfied that there would be no material impact on 
those heritage assets or their settings. 

32. I accept that any income from the proposed development may assist in 
diversifying the Appellant’s small agricultural business.  There may also be an  

improvement in occupation at his bed and breakfast establishment.  Whilst 
agricultural diversification is supported in principle, the fundamental harm I 
have identified above means that this cannot outweigh that harm. 

Overall Conclusions 

33. I have found that the proposed development would be likely to have a harmful 

impact upon protected species.  There would also be conflict with the purposes 
of the National Park.  Furthermore, for the reasons I explain above I disagree 
with previous judgements in relation to the impact on landscape character.  

There is conflict with the development plan, the NPPF and the circular.  At the 
hearing it was suggested that the alternative to a permanent planning 

permission might be a temporary permission for 3 years, as a trial run.  
However, although temporary permissions may be acceptable in some 
circumstances it is my judgement that the use of such a mechanism here 

would be unacceptable and unreasonable.  After all, if during the period of the 
temporary permission there was serious harm to protected species occupation 

of the area, that might well be an irreversible situation which would fly in the 
face of the protection currently in place.  Neither that nor any other condition 
would overcome the harm I have identified. 

34. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Philip Major 

 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 
 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr B Barron BSc(Hons) MRICS Acorus Rural Property Services Ltd 

Ms L Gregory  Acorus Rural Property Services Ltd 
Mr T Fisher Quants Environmental Ltd 
Mr R Savory Stow Maries Airfield 

Mr J Walker Director, Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
Mr R Walker The Appellant 

 
FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Mr C France Director of Planning, North York Moors National 
Park Authority 

Ms H Saunders North York Moors National Park Authority 
Mr B Fleming Ecologist 

Mr G Marchant Ecoligist/Ornithologist 
Mr R Baines North York Moors National Park Authority 
 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Mr G Dixon Local Resident 

Mrs J Dixon Local Resident 
Mr R Heap Local Resident 

Ms G Ludkin Local Resident 
Ms R Dugmore Local Resident 
Ms J Roberts Local Resident 

Mr B Turner Local Resident 
Mr A Wyatt Local Resident 

Ms C Cook Local Resident 
Mr A Prole Local Resident 
Ms C Bashforth Forestry Commission 

 
DOCUMENTS HANDED IN AT THE HEARING 

 
1 Brief Statement of Common Ground 
2 Article relating to goshawks on Stanford Training Area 

3 Map of nightjar concentrations close to the appeal site 
4 Maps of concentrations of turtle doves 

5 Documents from Ms Cook on behalf of the British Horse Society 
6 Map of flying zones around RAF Fylingdales 
7 Maps of national low flying areas 
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List of Planning Applications Determined by the Director of Planning 
 for the Period from 03/01/2018 to 31/01/2018 
 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, of  
 The Town & Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 
 

Please note that the decision notice for each of the Authority’s applications listed in 
this report can be found by clicking on the application reference number. 

 
 
York Potash/Sirius Minerals Delegated Applications 
 
None. 
 
Applications 
 
Hambleton 
 
NYM/2017/0680/FL Approved 23/01/2018 
 demolition of 1 no. chicken shed and construction of new  
 farmstead comprising 1 no. agricultural workers dwelling,  
 extension to remaining chicken shed and 1 no.  
 store/packing/garage building with associated landscaping works  
 at Southbrook Farm, Dikes Lane, Great Ayton for Mr & Mrs  
 Phalp 
 
NYM/2017/0790/FL Approved 04/01/2018 
 construction of detached double garage together with car  
 hardstanding and access arrangements and alterations to  
 existing garage to form additional living accommodation (revised  
 scheme following withdrawal of NYM/2017/0259/FL) at Treetops,  
 Ruebury Lane, Osmotherley for Mr Horner 
 
NYM/2017/0800/FL Approved 18/01/2018 
 construction of detached garage with alterations to driveway and  
 construction of link extension at Leith House, Carlton Village  
 Street, Carlton in Cleveland for Mr & Mrs M Bannard 
 
NYM/2017/0833/FL Approved 26/01/2018 
 installation of rooflights to south elevation, construction of  
 pitched roof and extension to existing w.c. and erection of timber  
 decking with glazed balustrade to dwelling together with  
 alterations and extension to detached outbuilding to form  
 additional living accommodation at Hell Hole Cottage, High Town  
 Bank Road, Kilburn for Mr Johnny Beveridge 
 
 
 
 
 

http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0680/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0790/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0800/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0833/FL
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Ryedale 
 
NYM/2017/0781/FL Approved 05/01/2018 
 construction of 1 no. agricultural workers dwelling with  
 associated access, parking and amenity space (outline approved  
 under NYM/2017/0409/OU) at Low Pasture Villa Farm, Pasture  
 Road, Lockton for Messers Nattrass 
 
 
NYM/2017/0794/FL Approved 18/01/2018 
 alterations to access together with installation of replacement  
 door and rooflight to outbuilding at Brookside, West Side Road,  
 Hutton le Hole for Mr & Mrs Williamson 
 
NYM/2017/0797/FL Approved 29/01/2018 
 alterations to outbuilding to form additional living accommodation  
 at Box Tree House, Headlands Road, Appleton le Moors for Mr &  
 Mrs R & P Spencer 
 
NYM/2017/0803/FL Approved 12/01/2018 
 construction of car port at Rose Cottage, Old Byland for Mr &  
 Mrs Ellison 
 
NYM/2017/0804/FL Approved 15/01/2018 
 construction of replacement garden wall with steps at 33  
 Bondgate, Helmsley for Dr Jane Naish 
 
NYM/2017/0825/FL Approved 22/01/2018 
 Retention of improvement works to forestry access track and  
 turning area at Wass Bank Woods, Wass for Forestry  
 Commission 
 
 
Scarborough 
 
NYM/2017/0197/FL Approved 31/01/2018 
 construction of a detached bungalow (part retrospective) at Land  
 adjacent to 87 Hutton Buscel, Main Street, Hutton Buscel for  
 Dawney Estates 
 
NYM/2017/0420/FL Approved 17/01/2018 
 construction of 2 no. dormers to rear elevation at The Manse,  
 Thorpe Bank, Fylingthorpe for Mr Nigel Sutterby 
 
NYM/2017/0743/FL Approved 23/01/2018 
 variation of conditions 2 (material amendment) and 5 of planning  
 approval NYM/2016/0880/FL to amend the occupancy from  
 holiday accommodation to temporary workers accommodation at  
 Cloughton Sawmill, Whitby Road, Cloughton for William Woods  
 and Co Ltd 
 
NYM/2017/0770/FL Temporary Consent 22/01/2018 
 variation of condition 1 of planning approval NYM/2012/0667/FL  
 to allow the siting of mobile classroom for a further five years at  
 Glaisdale Primary School, Glaisdale for Children & Young  
 Peoples Service 
 

http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0781/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0794/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0797/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0803/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0804/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0825/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0197/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0420/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0743/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0770/FL
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NYM/2017/0773/LB Granted 05/01/2018 
 Listed Building consent for internal alterations at Forest Lodge,  
 Castleton for Mr Peter Stannard 
 
NYM/2017/0775/FL Refused 08/01/2018 
 use of former garage as games room (retrospective) and  
 construction of first floor above together with single and two  
 storey extensions to form 1 no. holiday letting cottage following  
 demolition of shed at Eversfield, The Common, Goathland for Mr  
 & Mrs Crothers 
 
NYM/2017/0786/FL Approved 09/01/2018 
 construction of single storey extension to existing shed to form  
 store and use of existing hardstanding as dog run at High Farm, 
 High Hawsker, Whitby for Mrs Carol Crowe 
 
NYM/2017/0792/FL Approved 29/01/2018 
 construction of single storey side extension following demolition  
 of existing porch at 16 Main Street, East Ayton for Mr J Atkinson  
 and Ms C Hoath 
 
NYM/2017/0795/FL Approved 08/01/2018 
 erection of 15 metre lattice mast with antennas and dishes  
 together with siting of ground based equipment cabinets,  
 associated fencing and access track at land south east of  
 Riverhead Farm (Low Seat), Harwood Dale for ESN and EE UK  
 Ltd 
 
NYM/2017/0811/FL Approved 16/01/2018 
 change of use of land and construction of building for the  
 purpose of dog grooming following demolition of existing garage  
 at Carrcroft, Suffield Hill, Suffield, Scarborough for Mrs Dawn  
 Rogers 
 
NYM/2017/0813/FL Approved 19/01/2018 
 alterations to garage to form additional living accommodation  
 together with construction of link extension at 14 Mulgrave View,  
 Stainsacre for Mr & Mrs Butler 
 
NYM/2017/0814/FL Approved 18/01/2018 
 installation of replacement uPVC first floor windows, creation of  
 balcony above existing garage with balustrading and siting of oil  
 tank with timber screen (part retrospective) at 1 Lilac Terrace,  
 Strait Lane, Ainthorpe for Mr M Murphy 
 
NYM/2017/0827/FL Approved 23/01/2018 
 alterations and construction of single storey rear extension at  
 Hobbin Ghyll, Hobbin Head Lane, Sleights for Mr Tim Mason 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0773/LB
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0775/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0786/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0792/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0795/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0811/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0813/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0814/FL
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0827/FL


Appendix 2 
 

 

 

Redcar & Cleveland 
 
NYM/2017/0828/AD Granted 25/01/2018 
 advertisement consent for the display of 2 no. illuminated signs  
 mounted on a timber pole at The Grapes, Scaling for Planit  
 Design Ltd 
 
 
Notifications 
 
 
Redcar & Cleveland 
 
NYM/2017/0745/AGRP Approved 15/01/2018 
 erection of general purpose agricultural building at Dimmingdale  
 Farm, Moorsholm, Saltburn for A & R Thompson 
 
 
 
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)  
17/01490/FUL Temporary change of use from existing car park to A1 retail for a 

period of 14 weeks to allow the erection of a 'pop-up' shop for the 
use of the Co-operative Store together with siting of toilet facilities 
and a generator at Car Park, Market Place, Helmsley. 

 
 The Authority has looked at this proposal and consider that the site 

is within the central Market Place in Helmsley and the erection of a 
shop, generator and toilet facility would be highly prominent within 
the core of the Helmsley Conservation Area, detrimental to both the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area and the setting 
of the multiple Listed Buildings within its immediate vicinity. Whilst it 
is considered that this development would cause harm to these 
heritage assets, on the basis that it is for a temporary period only, 
and the development would ensure the continued viability of this 
important retail unit within the town, this Authority has not objected 
to the proposals. However, it has been suggested that alternative 
means of providing goods to regular customers during works might 
be explored such as via direct home delivery, or retaining a portion 
of the existing shop for a counter service during the works as 
occurred during the recent refurbishment of the Thomas of Helmsley 
premises nearby. 

 
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 
The Old Vicarage, Bondgate, Helmsley, York, YO62 5BP 
 

http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0828/AD
http://planning.northyorkmoors.org.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorer/DisplayAppDetails.aspx?AppNo=NYM/2017/0745/AGRP


Appendix 3 

List of Enforcement Matters Determined  
By The Director of Planning 

 
For the Period: 1 December 2017 to 31 January 2018 

 
 
File No. Development Description and 

Site Address  Decision Taken 

9516 Viking Gas. Breach of Condition 2 
of NYM/2012/0475/FL 
Sawdon 

Resolved. NYM2013/0501/ was a later 
application which varied the traffic 
numbers to take into account the higher 
numbers of HGV’s. 

9712 
 

The Old Mill, Egton Bridge 
Use of dwelling as separate unit 
of accommodation. 

Planning permission granted on 28 May 
2012 for variation to condition to split the 
building to allow use of building as a 
dwelling with annexe for holiday 
accommodation. 

10545 Land at Urra Lane, Bilsdale 
Laying of hardcore and siting of 
caravans. 

Development removed. 

12013 Unauthorised signs on Listed 
Building. Welcome Café, 
Thornton Le Dale 

Enforcement record opened and Notice 
served. 

13308 Prudam House, Goathland 
Erection fo close barded 
boundary fence. 

Permitted development as under 2 metres 
high adjacent to a footpath. 

13311 2 Cowbar Cottages, Staithes 
Erection of a summerhouse 

Not deemed to be harmful. 

13737  Ridge Hall, Staithes 
Shepherd’s Hut used as holiday 
accommodation. 

Planning application now submitted and 
being considered. Not deemed to be 
harmful. 

13824 Moorside House, Whitby Road, 
Cloughton 
Use of land for recreation and 
bushcraft. 

Permitted development up to 28 days. 
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