
North York Moors National Park Authority 

Planning Committee Site Visit 
 

Public minutes of the site visit held at Ainthorpe Yard, Easton Lane, Ainthorpe on 3 July 
2020. 
 
Present: Malcolm Bowes, David Hugill, David Jeffels, Caroline Patmore, Clive Pearson, 

Andrew Scott, Subash Sharma, Colin Williamson  
 
Apologies: Alison Fisher, Jeremy Walker, Sarah Oswald, Heather Moorhouse, Peter 

Berry, Patrick James 
 
National Park Authority Officers: Chris France, Ailsa Teasdale, 
 
Others: Robin Asquith (Applicant), Richard Finley (Parish Council). 
 
NYM/2020/ 0054/FL - Construction of 1 no. local occupancy dwelling with attached 
store and associated access, parking and amenity space 
 
David Hugill opened the meeting at the existing site access gate at 10.30. All Members were 
reminded of the usual site visit protocol along with additional restrictions due to the Covid-19 
situation. Hands were sanitised and facemasks worn. Social Distancing (2m) was also 
observed. 
 
The applicant had mown the grass in the location of the proposed dwelling to help Members 
visualise the location and extent of the proposal. 
 
The Director of Planning introduced the site and the proposal detailing that the application 
was deferred from the May Committee Meeting to allow members to gain a better 
understanding for the site context in relation to existing and future local plan policies on 
housing. 
 
The Director of Planning explained that the new Local Plan could now be given significant 
weight as it is due for adoption later this month and explained the difference between policies 
and how this site would be considered under the Local Plan which now looks for sites 
capable of accommodating no more than two houses in villages such as Ainthorpe on 
suitable sites which make efficient use of the space available and fit within the pattern of 
existing development. 
 
It was explained that if Members considered this to be a suitable site under the new Local 
Plan policy (CO8) then the next question would be is this the best design? He explained that 
Officers consider the present proposal to be incongruous in its size, form and positioning and 
that a better solution existed. 
 
[Malcolm Bowes arrived] 
 
The Chairman then opened the discussion up to Members for any questions they had: 
Caroline Patmore asked if the electricity pole would be moved, and this was confirmed it 
would be moved back along the line and the cables undergrounded. 
 
Andrew Scott stated that the consideration was in two parts, whether there was a need and 
also if the development has to be where it was proposed. He raised the question of whether 
the site of the adjacent barn was able to be developed or the yard space on the other side. 
 
 
 

Item 4 



The Director of Planning replied stating that the applicant had confirmed  prior to the meeting 
that the barn was not available; however they did have an option to buy the yard area 
between the farm building and existing dwellings converted from traditional farm buildings 
which Officers confirmed would comply with the Authority’s current and future planning 
policies. He also stated that the applicants were in housing need and complied with the local 
needs occupancy criteria of the Authority’s policies. 
 
Richard Finley (Parish Council) stated that the proposal was on the building line between the 
existing house and barn and would not look out of place. The Director of Planning replied 
stating that 1960s developments (bungalows sited on the crest of the slope) are not 
considered to be good examples of layout and that there may be better options. 
 
Richard Finley (Parish Council) stated that numerous Parish needs surveys had been carried 
out in terms of local occupancy dwellings and there is still a need to find accommodation to 
keep young local families in the area. This site is considered to be in the centre of Ainthorpe 
and he couldn’t think of a more suitable site in the area. 
 
The Director of Planning reiterated that Officer’s had concerns about the incongruous nature 
of the proposal and that due to its location half way up the hill it would have little context in 
the locality and would be poorly related to the landscape and other existing development. 
The slope would also be permanently altered by the extent of engineering required to provide 
a level area within the centre of the field. ~ David Jeffels stated that it would not be possible 
to move the location forward from the current position on that side of the field due to the 
spring. 
 
The applicant clarified that a view would remain through the gap to the right hand side of the 
proposed dwelling. 
 
Malcolm Bowes sought clarification as to whether the new policy would consider the full gap 
between the neighbouring dwellings at either side (including the barn and adjacent yard 
area) or just the red line. The Director of Planning clarified under this application the red line 
area of the application site was the open field only. However he went on to reiterate that the 
applicant has just pointed out that whilst the yard area is not currently shown in the red line 
or blue line of the application site, it is an option for development as just confirmed by the 
applicant. 
 
Colin Williamson stated that that if the building was to be brought forward it would no longer 
be in the building line. 
 
Caroline Patmore stated that she did not consider that the proposal would appear to float 
once the landform alterations had taken place. She also sought clarification as to where the 
road (Easton Lane) went to. (Danby Castle)  
 
David Hugill asked what the response from the agent was to moving the site forwards and 
left. The Director of Planning  replied stating that the agent had said that the site was steeper 
in that location and that they wanted the application determined were it was located (but also  
that moving it closer to the existing bungalow could result in an objection). 
 
Members walked back to their cars across the field and David Hugill closed the meeting at 
11am at the field access. 
 


