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COMMENTS ON THE COMMITTEE REPORT FOR  

THE HANGING STONES PROJECT, ROSEDALE  

& COMMENTS FROM CONSERVATION OFFICER / DIRECTOR OF 

PLANNING DATED 3 rd DECEMBER 2019 
 

AGENDA ITEAM 7A –  11A:  

 

NYM/2019/0353/OU (Thorn House)  

NYM/2019/0354/OU (Ebenezer)  

NYM/2019/0355/OU (Red House)  

NYM/2019/0356/OU (Northdale  Head House)  

NYM/2019/0359/OU (Bogs House)  

 

On behalf  of  the David Ross Foundat ion  and the art ist  for the Project (Andy 

Goldsworthy OBE) (the appl icants)  we request that this  letter is  provided to Members 

in advance of the Planning Committee meet ing on 5 t h  December 2019, and read by 

Members of the Authority  in advance of the Committee in order to aid in the ir 

understanding and determinat ion of the planning appl icat ion s to be cons idered .  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

•  Fol lowing submiss ion of the 5no. planning appl icat ions to the Authority in May 

2019, members of  the Planning Committee  d iscussed each of the appl icat ions  and 

the scheme as a whole at their meet ing on 18 t h  Ju ly 2019.  

•  The appl icant  welcomed support ive comments from by members regard ing the 

pr inc ip le of the Project and associated vis itor benef its  of the scheme, and the 

notat ion that the scheme represented something that the North York Moors could 

be proud of for decades to come. Members did however decide to defer the ir 

cons iderat ion of the appl icat ion in order to request  the submiss ion of the 

fol lowing addit iona l information [extract from Publ ic Minutes] :  

-  A Vis itor Management Plan ;  

-  Habitat Surveys and Appropriate Assessment ; and  

-  Detai ls  of Permiss ive Paths .   

•  The Minutes of the July 2019 commit tee a lso noted that members requested that  

Off icers entered into d iscuss ions with the appl icant ’s agent concern ing withdrawal  

of out l ine appl icat ions and submiss ion of fu l l  p lanning appl icat ions .  
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•  Subsequent to the July 2019 meet ing, Rural So lut ions met with of f icer ’s in August 

2019 to discuss the scope of addit iona l in formation required . Discuss ions were 

also he ld regarding the format of the appl icat ions ; i t  was d iscussed and agreed at  

this  meet ing that the out l ine nature of the appl icat ions was ent irely appropriate 

as they are seeking only to establ ish the ‘pr incip le ’  of creat ing scu lp tures on each 

of the ident i f ied s ites .  This  also fol lows the Authority ’s histor ic grant of out l ine 

consents for the other (now completed ) scu lptures that form part of  the Project .  

•  Despite agreement that the appl icat ions were able to con t inue to be determined 

in the ir out l ine form, the Project Team acknowledged that members had some 

concerns with regards to the level of deta i l  on som e key features (e.g .  v is i tor  

management , roof ing mater ia ls  and permiss ive footpath) .  

•  A pack of addit iona l  in formation was subsequent ly prepared by the Project Team  

in September 2019 provid ing deta i l  on :  

-  Outl ine vs Ful l  P lanning Appl icat ions (and the appropriateness  of the out l ine 

planning appl icat ions ) ;  

-  Roofs (provid ing deta i ls  on the etch ing solut ion technique to dul l  the 

appearance of the ex ist ing roofs and provid ing detai ls  on the roof ing mater ia ls  

for each of the proposed sculptures) ;  

-  The Path (conf irming detai ls  about the route of the Path and management of  

the Path) ;  

-  Ruinous Bui ld ings (expla ining the va lue associated with the rebui ld ing of the 

ruined bui ld ings  and why an except ional case should be made for this  scheme) ;   

-  Vis itor Management (provid ing a fu l l  and detai l ed v is itor management plan,  

the key pr inc iple of which are out l ined in your Off icer ’s report to committee) ;   

and 

-  Ecology ( ful l  ecology surveys prepared and submitted) .  

•  This addit ional information was subsequent ly consulted on by the Authority .  

•  Both Natural England and the Author ity ’s Ecolog ist subsequent ly conf irmed they 

had no object ion to the proposals .  The Authority ’s Ecologist has recommended 

condit ions re lat ing to some of the s ites and also conf irmed that  the rele vant  

Habitats  Regulat ions Assessment had been undertaken , concluding that the 

ecologica l informat ion and recommendat ions provided were accepted and that  

impacts on the SAC / SPA could be screened out  (thus the Habitats Regulat ions  

requirements had been met) .  

COMMENTS ON COMMITTEE REPORT 

 

•  The summary of addit iona l information provided above as background is  provided 

in order to aid Member ’s understanding in the amount of addit iona l work 

undertaken by the Project Team s ince the conclus ion of the Ju ly 2019 committee ,  

which we feel is  not fu l l y expressed in the Off icer ’s report .   
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•  The Project Team and Andy remain fu l ly committed to del iver ing the Project in 

its  f in ished form and are del ighted to have reached agreement with both Natural  

Eng land and the Author ity ’s ecolog ist with regards to v is itor management, the 

habitats surveys and detai ls  on the permiss ive  paths . We therefore cons ider that  

members reasons for deferra l o f the Ju ly 2019 committee have been ful ly  

addressed and we trust that members recognise the addit iona l work undertaken 

and accept the conclus ion of their technica l  consu ltees that the proposals are 

acceptab le in ecologica l terms.  

•  To this end, the appl icant and Pro ject Team welcome Off icer ’s withdrawal of 2no.  

of the reasons for refusal previous ly recommended at the July committee (relat ing 

to the appl icat ion of Development Pol icy 8 and Ecolog ical Impact) .   

•  The Team remain d isappointed that Off icer ’s cont inue to object to the scheme on 

the opinion that the sculptures would compr ise sporadic development and would 

be harmful to the open landscape and di lute the specia l qual i t ies of the National  

Park.  

•  As out l ined to members at the last committee, the appl icat ions have been the 

subject of extraordinary support from the local community and both nat ional and 

internat iona l art ist ic community  f igures .  

•  One matter we would l ike to c l ar i fy with regards to the report is  the inc lus ion of  

the North York Moors Associat ion (NYMA) response at Page 5 of  the report ;  this  

response was rece ived  on 15 t h  Ju ly 2019 fo l lowing the publ icat ion of  the July 2019  

committee report and was subsequent ly provided to members as a separate 

document ahead of the committee .   

•  The concerns out l ined in the NYMA response were subsequent ly addressed in 

Rural So lut ions ’  response to the committee report and are cons id ered to have 

been whol ly addressed through the submiss ion of  the addit ional  information 

detai led above , speci f ica l ly the fu l l  and detai led vis itor management  plan .  

•  We again welcome the comments from NYMA that  they support the project in 

both pr incip le and pract ice and that the or ig ina l i ty of the project  represents one 

that a special case may need to be made for .  I t  is  noted that NYMA have not made 

any further comments on the addit iona l in for mation submitted and we therefore 

must conclude that the addit iona l in format ion provided addresses  al l  prev ious 

reservat ions deta i led in their Ju ly  2019 response.  

•  We would l ike to take this  opportunity to comment on t he new inc lus ion with in 

your Off icer ’s report regard ing the des ignat ion of a new ‘remote area ’  in the 

emerging p lan, and speci f ica l ly the locat ion of Red House within this  area. This  

pol icy is  yet to be set  out in any main modif icat ions to the P lan and your Off icer ’s 

have determined that no weight can be given to the pol icy unt i l  such modif icat ions  

are accepted for consu l tat ion by the Inspector .  
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•  Notwithstanding th is ,  we note that the new ‘remote area ’  ident i f ied for specia l 

protect ion in the Authority ’s new Local Plan carr ies many of the s imi lar qua l i t ies  

of the overarching pol ic ies with in the adopted Loca l P lan which seek to protect a 

sense of remoteness .  I f  Members are minded to approve the development 

proposals contrary to the Off icer ’s recommended reason for refusa l ,  in turn 

making a specia l case for the proposals and cons ider ing them except ional (rather  

than sporad ic deve lopment) ,  then we cons ider that any conf l ict with the remote 

area (even i f  the pol icy could be af forded any weight) would s imi lar ly fa l l  away.    

•  We again welcome Off icer ’s acknowledgement  at Page 18 of  the ir report that the 

development plan has no pol ic ies speci f ica l ly in relat ion to outdoor sculptures or 

publ ic art and there are no National pol ic ies relat ing to this  subject area. The P lan 

is  for al l  intent and purposes s i lent on such ins tal lat ions ; Paragraph 11 of the NPPF 

advises that in such circumstances , (where there are no relevant development p lan 

pol ic ies)  planning permiss ion should be granted unless any adverse impacts of 

doing so would s ign i f icant ly and demonstrably  outweigh the benef its .  We wil l  not  

repeat the benef its  of the scheme in deta i l  here, a lthough cons ider this  is  a clear 

case where the benef it s  far outweigh any impacts (which are already proposed to 

be careful l y contro l led and managed through the proposed vis itor management) .   

•  Reference is  again included at Page 19 of the Off icer ’s report to the Seated Figure 

sculpture on Westerda le Moor . The Project Team would aga in l ike to highl ight to 

members the s ign i f icant  di f ferences between that insta l lat ion and the Projec t  

current ly proposed ; there were no means of contro l l ing access to the Seated 

Figure whereby the current proposals include str ict measures by which access wi l l  

be control led and deta i led vis itor  management pr inc iples .   

•  The Team would a lso l ike to clar i fy with regards to the Off icer ’s comment on Page 

20 of the report regarding the Vis itor Management Plan ; Off icer ’s note that the 

publ ic i ty associated with the project is  such that more v is itors are l ikely to v is it  

the va l ley , however , the Team would l ike to again high l ight that access to the walk 

itsel f  is  str ict ly  contro l led ; only those with a key are permitted to access the 

permiss ive paths and bui ld ings  and a map showing the route of the walk w i l l  not  

be publ ic ly avai lab le . Whilst the knowledge of the Project may wel l  a ttract new 

vis itors to the nearby town of Rosedale Abbey  and the wider va l ley ,  the numbers 

of those access ing the bui ld ings and the walk wi l l  re main under str ict contro l and 

the vis itor restr ict ions required for the purposes of ecolog ica l impact wi l l  not be 

exceeded.  

•  Final ly ,  in re lat ion to the assessment with in the Off icer ’s report of the addit iona l  

information (Page 20) we note that reference has not been made to some 

elements of the addit iona l in format ion submitt ed. Whilst we have provided a 

summary of th is  above, the Team would l ike to high l ight the addit ional drawing 

work undertaken . Whi lst the deta i led des ign of the sculptures is  sub ject to change 

and conf irmat ion through the submiss ion of  reserved matters (detai led des ign  

stage pursuant  to the out l ine consents) the Team prepared ind icat ive detai led  
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drawings of each of the s ite ’s in order to provide members with the assurance 

that the appearance of  the proposals would be to a very h igh -qual i ty (as per the 

previous completed instal lat ions) .  Some extracts of  these  drawings ,  deta i l ing the 

natura l stone to be used to the wal ls  and mix of corten, s late and t i le roofs are  

provided below:  

     

          

•  In summary , the Team welcome the removal of 2no. reasons for refusal by Off icer ’s  

fol lowing the submiss ion of the deta i led addit iona l informat ion fo l lowing the Ju ly 

2019 committee .  

•  Whilst i t  is  accepted that new development in the open countrys ide is  str ict ly  

control led , the appl icat ions before you, which se ek consent for smal l  structures  

to be used only for the purposes of sculpture, are cons idered to meet with the 

relevant Nat ional Park object ives and wi l l  provide c lear loca l economic benef its  

from the smal l -sca le , control led, tour ism/v is itor related expend iture .  I t  is  hoped 

that members recognise these benef its  and the special qual i t ies of the Project and 

grant approva l for the appl icat ions before them today.   

•  I t  is  hoped that members recognise the s ign i f icant benef its  of the p roposals and 

that the Pro ject warrants an except ional and special case being made for their  

approva l .  The Project without doubt represents on of the most ex cit ing 

opportunit ies for the Park to embrace posit ive evolut ion and support its  v is i tor 

economy for many generat ions to come and we trust that members  

wholehearted ly support the pr incip le of the Project and approve the out l ine 

appl icat ions before them here today .  

•  We note that last minute concerns have been raised by the A uthority ’s  

Conservat ion Off icer and we deal with these further be low.  
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COMMENTS ON CONSERVATION OFFICER REVIEW AND SUBSEQUENT 

TELEPHONE DISCUSSIONS WITH DIRECTOR OF PLANNING DATED 3 r d  JULY 

2019 

 

•  The Project Team were contacted by the Authority ’s Director of P lanning on 3 r d  

Ju ly who advised that the Authority ’s Conservat ion Off icer cons idered some of  

the s ite ’s could be cons idered ‘non-des ignated her itage assets ’  owing to the 

presence , in part ,  of histor ic bu i ld ings and/or potent ia l  archaeolog ica l remains on 

the s ites .  The advice from the Director of P lanning was that Heritage Statements  

would therefore be required to assess the s ign i f icance of the  ruins before a 

decis ion could be made on the appl icat ions .  

•  Whilst the Project Team are d isappointed with the t iming of th is  advice and the 

lack therefore of any meaningfu l t ime and opportunity to d iscuss potent ia l  

solut ions , we have sought to take this  opportunity  ( in responding to the Off icer ’s 

report and providing f ina l comments to members of the committee before 

tomorrow ’s meet ing) to out l ine our v iewpoint on the matter .  

•  I t  should f irst be noted by members that  each and every one of  the s ites chosen 

by Andy has been done so fol lowing a substant ia l  research exerc ise into the val ley ;  

this  has inc luded many tr ips to the  val ley to explore the s ites ,  discuss ions with 

local res idents ,  and examinat ion of histor ic maps and the Histor ic E nvironment 

Record. Each s ite has been chosen due to them once conta in ing a bui ld ing ; the 

histor ic l ink to this  bui ld ing has been an intr ins ic part in the s ite se lect ion process 

and one which wi l l  cont inue to be bui lt  on as the deta i led des ign of each sculpture 

bui ld ing evolves dur ing the reserved matters process .  

•  The Planning Statements submitted with each appl icat ion provide deta i l  (at Sect ion 

2) of each s ite and provide extracts from histor ic maps detai l ing the footpr int and 

layout of the bui ld ings that maps show once existed on the s ites ,  includ ing 

information on what they are thought to have been used for (agr icultura l  uses)  

and dur ing what per iod of t ime they are thought to have fa l len in to disrepair .   

•  The Planning Statements addit ional ly provide an assessment of the proposa ls  

aga inst re levant Local  Plan and Nat ional P lanning pol ic ies ,  inc lud ing Core Pol icy G 

(relat ing to landscape, des ign and histor ic assets ) ,  conclud ing that in conjunct ion 

with the benef its  of the proposals ( inc lud ing their contr ib ut ion to National Park 

object ives) the proposals  are cons idered to be in fu l l  accordance with Core Pol icy 

G.  

•  I t  is  accepted that  the report does not provide a ful l  statement of s igni f icance in 

relat ion to the impact  of the proposa ls  on the non-des ignated her itage assets .  

Whilst the history of the s ites was acknowledged by the appl i cant in the var ious 

submiss ions (and Histor ic Env ironment Record reviewed) the requirement for a 

Heritage Statement was not ident i f ied by the Authority at any stage of the 

appl icat ion process .  
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•  The Author ity ’s Archaeology Off icer ,  Nick Mason, provided a response on the 

appl icat ion proposa ls on 4 t h  June 2019 conf i rming that the Histor ic Env ironment 

Record had been consulted and that some of the s ites were cons idered to be non-

des ignated her itage assets owing to the presence and the ru ined houses .  

•  The Archaeology Off icer recommended that due to the presence of ruins on some 

of the s ites ,  a Histor ic Bui ld ing Record  should be undertaken pr ior to any works  

on the s ite and an archaeologica l watch ing br ief appl ied to the permiss ions dur ing 

removal of stones/ foundat ion excavat ions of the new bui ld ings ; this  process would 

ensure that any bui ld ing remains were sat is factor i ly recorded and that should any 

further archaeolog ica l  f inds be made dur ing construct ion , appropriate act ions 

could be carr ied out at  that point in t ime.  

•  The response from the Archaeology Off icer  provides support for the proposals  

and no object ion to the schemes desp ite their ident i f icat ion as non-des ignated 

her itage assets .  As the non-des ignated her itage assets al l  comprise ruinous 

bui ld ings and are therefore of potent ia l  archaeolog ical  interest ,  this  response from 

the Archaeology Off icer in our opin ion should ta ke precedent over any subsequent 

response from the Bui ld ing Conservat ion Off icer .  I t  is  therefore cons idered that  

the recommendat ions of the Archaeology Off icer for a Histo r ic Bui ld ing Record 

and archaeolog ical watching b r ief  (both securable via condit ion) are more than 

suff ic ient to mit igate against any potent ia l  impacts of the Project and ensure that 

her itage pol ic ies are suff ic ient ly addressed.  

•  Notwithstanding the above, we have sought to consult our in-house Conservat ion 

Architect regard ing the s igni f icance of the bui ld ing  remains .   

•  I t  is  noted in nat iona l planning gu idance that interest in an her itage asset may be 

archaeological ,  architectura l ,  art is t ic of h istor ic .  I t  is  cons idered in the case of a l l  

5 s ites that any interest is  archaeologica l as  opposed to arch itectural  or art ist ic 

(given the bui ld ings no longer remain and l i t t le informat ion is  provided on the ir  

history) .  The P lanning Statements submitted with the appl icat ions provided detai l  

on the h istory of each bui ld ing , including h is tor ic maps and information on the ir 

histor ic use; due to the s ign i f icant ruinous nature of each s ite , the s ign i f icance of  

these former agr icu ltural bu i ld ings is  d i f f icul t  to def ine other than through the 

examinat ion of histor ic maps and f loor p lans . The s it ing and appearance of  

bui ld ings with in the s ites is  not a matter for determinat ion at this  stage (the out l ine 

appl icat ions seek to establ ish the pr incip le of  developing the s ites only) and it  is  

therefore cons idered that the in format ion provided to date is  suf f ic ient and 

proport ionate to enable an assessment of  the her itage s ign i f icance of each 

bui ld ing .  

•  Any response within the des ign of the proposals to the history of the bui ld ings on 

the s ite (something referenced by the Director of P lanning as potent ia l ly  

necessary) can in any event only be determined at the de ta i led des ign stage and 

as part of future reserved matters submiss ions .  
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•  The Team would a lso l ike to h igh l ight  that a l l  of the appl icat ions approved by the 

Authority to date (relat ing to the Project) were approved without the requirement 

for a Her itage Statement . These appl icat ions were however approved with both 

an archaeolog ica l watching br ief and requirements for bui ld ing recording ( as is  

being recommended by the archaeolog ist for these appl icat ions) and in th is  

instance , this  proved acceptab le.  

•  In summary , this  predominant ly arch aeolog ical  led cons iderat ion has already been 

conf irmed by the Authorit y ’s Archaeology Off icer as acceptab le. An appropriate 

and proport ionate assessment of the bui ld ing ruins has however been undertaken 

and we cons ider there to be no reasons why members should be preven ted from 

approving the appl icat ions here today .  

•  Should members require further cons iderat ion of her itage s igni f icance ,  the 

Counci l ’s scheme of delegat ion provides (Part 9, (A) , M) that the determinat ion 

of outstanding matters can be delegated to the Chief Execut ive fol lowing approval 

of appl icat ions at committee . We therefore respectfu l ly request that i f  members  

do feel further in formation is  needed on her itage s igni f icance , that  the appl icat ions  

are approved here today and the cons iderat ion of this  further procedural matter 

is  delegated to Off icer ’s .  

 

CONCLUSION 

The Hanging Stones Project  is  nothing less than except ional  an d we hope that  

members recognise the substant ia l  benef its  that wi l l  s tem from the del ivery of the 

Project in its  complete form.  

Should addit iona l detai l  be required Her itage s ign i f i cance, we respectful ly  request that  

members approve the proposals here today and that the appl icat ion is  delegated back 

to Off icers to oversee the submiss ion of th is  detai ls .   

Thank you for tak ing into account these mater ia l  cons iderat ions when determin ing the 

planning appl icat ion .  

4 t h  December 2019 




