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Members Update Sheet 

Item 1 NYM/2019/0513/FL 

Additional Correspondence from Agent 
 
Submission Prepared by the Agent on Behalf of the Applicants: 
 
We consider the distinctions between the main built up area, outside the main built up area 
and open countryside to be subjective and not as rigidly defined on the diagram in straight 
line form. The proposed dwelling is within the curtilage of the existing dwelling. The existing 
dwelling is not within the open countryside and we do not agree the proposed location of the 
new dwelling is within the open countryside. 
 
In 2020 NYMNPA will adopt a new set of planning policies. A brief commentary on the new 
planning policies is made below. 
 

1.  Osmotherley is identified as a Large Village (Strategic Policy B – Spatial Strategy). 
 

2.  Replacement dwellings are not precluded by Policy CO7 – Housing in Larger       
 Villages. 
 

3. Replacement dwellings are not precluded in the Open Countryside (Policy CO10 –   
      Housing in the Open Countryside). 

 
4. The replacement of an existing dwelling outside the main built up area of settlements 

is acceptable subject to a number of criteria (Policy CO14 – Replacement Dwellings). 
 

5. A replacement dwelling can be in an alternative position where it is more acceptable 
in landscape terms (Policy CO14– Replacement Dwellings). 
 

6. We consider the demolition of the existing house and the position of the new house 
improves the view from the Conservation Area and its position, in a less prominent 
location, reduces the landscape impact. 
 

7. There is no specific size restriction on replacement dwellings, other than the CO14 
reference to a similar floor area, volume, scale and curtilage to the existing dwelling. 
 

8. There is no policy that requires a replacement dwelling to be local occupancy. 
 

9. Strategic Policy F- Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation indicates that new 
development will be expected to be resilient and mitigate the effects of climate 
change. 

 
The intention for replacing the existing 1970’s house with a modern Eco-Passivhaus is 
driven by a desire to respond to climate change. 
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Item 4 NYM/2019/0681/FL 
 
Additional Correspondence from Applicant 
 
Comments have been received from the applicant expressing concerns regarding the 
processing of the application. He comments that two pages of important and vital information 
and two attachments have been deleted without consent, which the Planning Committee 
need to see to arrive at an objective decision. The application published on the Authority’s 
website is therefore misleading and should not be determined without this evidence, as it will 
lead to an undemocratic decision being made. 
 
 
Item 5  NYM/2019/0697/FL 
 
Consultations 
 
Others – Additional comments have been received from The Residents Group as follows: 
 
The architect and agent for the original scheme has confirmed to them that no rear (north) 
elevation was submitted with the original application because no alterations were proposed 
to that elevation and that he was never instructed to incorporate any windows in the north 
facing roof of the development. 
 
The distances to the neighbouring properties should have no bearing on the fact that these 
rooflights are unauthorised and a deliberate attempt to circumvent planning laws. The 
distance from the rooflights to the neighbour’s garden where he spends a great deal of time 
is actually only 3 feet.  
 
(Photographs have been submitted showing the neighbour's garden during the 
spring/summer months when it is well tended). 
 
 
Item 6  NYM/2019/0725/FL 
 
Consultations 
 
Parish – Concern is raised regarding the impact the location of the goat pen has in an area 
of the valley that can only be described as “Prominent”. Development Policy 12 requires that 
“the site is related physically and functionally to existing buildings associated with the 
business unless there are exceptional circumstances relating to agricultural necessity for a 
more isolated location”. It is felt there should be further scrutiny of the design to minimise the 
impact to the area and there must be “exceptional circumstances” to consider this more 
isolated location of the field shelter. 
 
Can see the need for the shelter, however do not see the need for it to be centrally located in 
an area of the field that has not had any previous development, nor has any “exceptional” 
reason why the goats couldn’t access it should it be located more discreetly in close 
proximity to the existing hedge and buildings. A revised would make the visual impact from 
Chimney Bank (one of the most prominent tourist focal and entry points to Rosedale) less 
intrusive on the natural environment. The aim in Development Policy 3 is to “maintain and 
enhance the distinctive character of the National Park” and make the development work for 
the owner.  
 
It is suggested that for the small impact relocation would have to the owners and their 
business, the benefit for the wider enjoyment of the area is significant. 
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Additional Correspondence from Applicant 
 
In response to the Parish comments the applicant has advised that the goat pen is centrally 
located so that it can be accessed from two fields. It acts as a feeding coral so the kid goats 
can be fed in the dry and without the adult goats stealing the food. The roof and side panels 
mean the pen also provides shelter for the goats during bad weather so they don’t have to 
be taken in to the main shed whilst giving them freedom to roam about. 

 
Items 7, 8, 9, 10 & 11 NYM/2019/0353/OU 
    NYM/2019/0354/OU 
    NYM/2019/0355/OU 
    NYM/2019/0356/OU 
    NYM/2019/0359/OU 
 
Additional Officer Comments 
 

Officers have been giving further thought to the issue of the heritage significance of 
the respective former buildings/ruins. The various application buildings are to a 
greater or lesser degree of historical interest in themselves and contribute positively 
to the historical development of the valley. Four of the five are recorded on the 
Authority’s Historic Environment Record (HER) which is largely published online. The 
planning application documentation plays down the heritage significance suggesting 
mainly previous agricultural use; which is a generalisation and not based upon 
historical research. Whilst it would be possible to mitigate the loss of the remaining 
parts of the building and buried remains by a planning condition on any approval 
relating to recording, that does not address the issues of whether the proposals 
sufficiently respect the history, form, appearance and function of the former buildings, 
their settings and the contribution they make to the historic landscape which should 
normally be done in the light of historical research and analysis before a planning 
decision is taken as advised by the NPPF para 189.  
 
Recognising the time the application has been with the Authority already, in the event 
that Members resolve to refuse the application, it is recommended that this issue be 
the subject of an additional reason for refusal. In the event that Members resolve to 
support one or more of the applications, it is recommended that the decisions be 
delegated to the Director of Planning to allow for the applicants to submit informed 
historical research and analysis in respect of each of the buildings to potentially 
inform the final design of the proposals.  Should the historical research and 
assessment of significance highlight conflict between the proposals and historical 
asset significance the relevant application(s) would be returned for Planning 
Committee reconsideration.  

 
Please see information received from applicant’s agent for circulation. 
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