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Members Update Sheet 

 

Item 1   NYM/2018/0791/FL  
 
Please see separate circulated information received from the agent in support of the 
application 

CL162 Group has submitted further comments, full copy on our website. In brief they 
state that: 

• This is a critical moment for the future of this part of Appleton Common and the  
effective implementation of the restoration masterplan. 

• Feel the common land status is underplayed by officers and simply being compared 
with National Park policies, please respect the community importance of common 
land. 

• It is no secret the applicant has bigger plans for this area and this is a small ‘jemmy’ 
for future developments. 

• The restoration masterplan , including demolition of buildings, should be 
implemented fully to preserve the social, cultural and heritage identity of the 
Common. 

• The applicant agreed in 2003 , when they got permission for more workings to 
undertake full restoration and have delayed full restoration unreasonably, 

• Beg the committee to refuse and enforce restoration. 
• No development should be approved until after full restoration has taken place, 

permission should be refused as premature. 
• The Common Land swop consideration by the SoS is irrelevant to this application, 

alternatively the application should be treated as premature until this has been 
agreed. 

• The previous 5 log cabins cannot be built without the SoS agreeing a land swap and 
thus its commencement should not be seen as a starting point. 

• The activity associated with the caravan site change the feel and character of the 
common land and Catterbeck valley and thus compromise it. 

• The development runs contrary to the spirit of restoration. 
• Would submit that the case for rewilding the site is greater than the economic 

benefits being cited in its favour. 
 

Internal – Building Conservation - The Authority’s Building Conservation staff have 
appraised the weighbridge building as to whether it should be considered a potential ‘non-
designated asset’ worthy of retention. They advise that the building does not merit such 
status and recommend that a condition be imposed on any approval for recording of the 
building prior to its demolition.  

Additional Background Information: The Applicant’s Agent has written in further with the 
following information: 

• The applicant’s common land agent has offered to conduct a private site visit for 
those Members who could not attend the Planning Committee site visit. 
 

  



2 
 

Further Additional Background Information: 

The applicant’s agent has submitted a 5 page clarification document setting out why they 
feel the published officers report does not do full justice to the proposal. A full copy is 
available on the Authority’s website. In brief it states that: 

• Insufficient consideration has been given in the report to the submitted ‘sustainable 
design concepts’ for improvements to the building ( a copy has been circulated to 
Members and public gallery),including charred larch timber panelling and stone 
gables, 

• There has been no Officer feedback as which of the various sustainable design 
concepts would be favoured and thus could be incorporated into a design for the 
improved building, 

• The picture in the report shows the site from a distance not from within the site, 
• Report does not refer to the recently submitted revised plans showing omission of 

separate caravan site access, 
• It is wrong to assert that the building should be demolished to improve the quarry 

restoration scheme if an improved design is considered to be sustainable 
development, 

• The proposal is not to retain the building but to retain an improved building, 
• The applicant has not refused to negotiate on the removal of the building from the 

scheme rather have asked that it be retained in an improved form, 
• The prominent position of the building makes it the most appropriate place to 

welcome visitors, 
• An improved building would be better than a new amenity structure on the site, 
• Feel more weight should be given to proposals compliance with some emerging 2019 

NYM Local Plan policies. 
 

“The Authority Solicitor has asked that it be made clearer that the assessment in the Report 
of the reverting status and loss of Common Land is solely in the context of the ‘planning and 
land use’ considerations that are material to this planning application, and it does not reflect 
on, or fetter in any way, any assessment of Common Land issues that might arise under 
other contexts or regimes.” 

Item 2   NYM/2019/0261/FL 
 
Please note an amendment to the recommendation: 

Approval subject to confirmation of no objection from the Highway Authority to the amended 
plans showing vehicle parking and turning within the site and the following conditions: 

Additional Background Information: Amended plans have been received from the agent 
showing the provision of a passing place within the site along with adequate parking and 
turning space to serve the proposed dwelling and also Orchard Cottage and the Highway 
Authority has been re-consulted.  

 
Item 4   NYM/2018/0448/FL                                           
 
Others: Helen and Wolfgang Barth, Owners of the Buck Inn. Chop Gate – Have concern 
regarding parking. A few months ago we verbally agreed to the owner of the Methodist 
Church to park on our car park when we are not busy.  We do not wish this agreement to be 
a permanent understanding and to be a criteria for planning permission to be granted. At all 
times we want to be able to withdraw this agreement. Also we would like to stress if our car 
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park is busy permission will be withdrawn. Permanent car parking at the Buck Inn, Chop 
Gate cannot therefore be included in any written planning permission granted.  
 
We do not give permanent parking permission for parking at The Buck Inn, Chop gate as this 
may affect any future plans for the sale of our property.  
 
Item 5   NYM/2019/0226/FL 
 
Additional Background Information – Officer - The Estate Agent marketing the property 
has advised that the asking price of £520,000 does not include the land to the rear of the 
house, which is an extra £30,000 (although this is not made clear on their website). They 
have also advised that an offer has been received for the House on the Hill and the land to 
the rear, by someone who appears to comply with the local occupancy restriction, at the 
asking price for both, i.e. £550,000.  The Estate Agent has advised that the vendor has not 
accepted the offer as he is awaiting the result of the planning committee decision on the 
application to remove the condition. 

With regards to the asking price, Officers have been working on the basis that the asking 
price was £520,000 which represents a 7.5% increase from the Sanderson Wetherill 
valuation the Authority had undertaken in 2016. The Sanderson Wetherill valuation however, 
was undertaken on the basis that the 1.5 acres of land to the rear was included and valued 
the house and the land at £485,000. Sanderson Wetherill has advised that you could expect 
a 3-5% increase in value from 2016.  Officers were of the view that whilst £520,000 was 
slightly above this, it could be considered to be reasonable. However, it now transpires that 
the asking price is actually £550,000, a 13.5% increase in value from that done by 
Sanderson Wetherill in 2016. Consequently, it is considered that the asking price for the 
property is too high and does not reflect the reduction in value that results from the Local 
Occupancy Restriction. 

In summary, the applicant has a current offer from someone who appears to comply with the 
local occupancy criteria, at a value which is substantially more money than the Authority’s 
independent valuation would suggest is reasonable. This further supports the Director of 
Planning’s recommendation for refusal.
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