From:

Sent: 24 July 2023 21:37

To: Planning

Subject: NYM/2023/0368 Submitted by Mr Cordukes
Dear Sirs,

We wish to object in the strongest possible terms to this proposal, which we initially thought we must have misread,

1.

These four houses were only allowed to be built with the local occupancy restriction. We understand that
three are currently let under this restriction and we know that two, possibly three, of these tenants have
been served eviction notice which coincide with this application.

We understand that the fourth house is a holiday let and although the landlord has been instructed to stop
this usage is continuing to do use it. We have heard that a hot tub has been installed in the back garden and
lights and music etc accompany this some evenings to the annoyance of residents.

We therefore conclude that Mr. Cordukes is only really interested in one thing, namely, to turn all four into
holiday lets. We could understand s request to sell the houses to permanent residents, if tenants could not
be found, but this is not the case.

We know the old part of Staithes very well and have seen it become mainly a holiday let village in recent
years and the same is happening in Robin Hood's Bay where fewer than half the houses in the old village are
permanently occupied. And, of course, Runswick Bay has hardly a permanent resident.

We do not want this happening to Ravenscar, but in the sixteen years we have been here we have already
seen the number of holiday lets increase. The result of such development is that the life-blood of the village
is sucked out. Also, house prices become unaffordable for locals to live here. There are offspring of
successful agriculturally based business in Ravenscar who may well wish to settle in the village, but could
well be priced out of the housing market.

CONCLUSION- we request most strongly that you REJECT this, absolutely unbelievable, application and also
take action regarding the existing unofficial holiday let in one of these four houses.

Yours Faithfully
Mr. D E Morgan
Mrs.V M E Morgan

Ness Hall,
Station Road
Ravenscar
Y013 OLX
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Mrs Jill Bastow Mr & Mrs G. Gorner

NYMNP Peak House
The Old Vicarage Raven Hall Road
Bondgate Ravenscar
Helmsley YO13 ONA
YO62 5BP

15% July 2023

Dear Mrs Bastow

Ref. NYM/2023/0368

In response to the above named planning application we wish to make the following observations:

1.

We were unaware of this planning application until we heard about it third hand from a
neighbour who had received a letter from you date 19/06/2023. The Planning Notice
attached to the lamp post outside Jevans Cottage was erected on 6/07/2023. Hopefully,
therefore, we are still in date for submitting our response.

We understand that the properties were originally built with a Local Occupancy clause to
ensure that they were affordable homes made available for local people/families. This
current application appears to seek to overturn that clause.

Paragraph 5.2 of the application states that the 4 properties each have 2 bedrooms. In fact,
we understand that they each have 3 bedroom properties.

5.4 refers to a change to dual use —i.e. facilitates promoting them for sale as holiday lets.
5.5 refers to no impact on neighbours. This is incorrect. The unauthorised use of Old Peak as
a holiday let has been unsettling for nearby residents.

5.7 states ‘The properties are of an adequate size and lend themselves to the type of
accommodation and use that is proposed without harm to the amenity of adjacent occupiers
and amenity.” The potential itinerant usage of these 4 properties as holiday lets will bring
nothing to village life. However, families that are permanent residents will add to a year
round community feel.

5.9 refers to making a small contribution to the local employment and tourism economy,
which the area is heavily reliant on. There is nothing for people to spend their money on in
Ravenscar — we have a tearoom, a National Trust café/visitor centre and a hotel, nothing
more.

5.10 refers to noise. You will be aware that Old Peak has been used as an unauthorised
holiday let for some time. As neighbours we have noticed a considerable increase in noise —
parties, sometimes outside, in the early evening. The installation of a ‘hot tub’ in the rear
garden appears to attract outdoor recreation that is noisy and apparently dubious!

5.12 — the 3 bedroom holiday let at Old Peak has had multiple family groups, plus other
visitors — extra noise, parties, plus unusual activities for a residential area. As near
neighbours to these properties, we can only imagine what the increase in noise and outdoor



activities would be like if all 4 properties were to be let as holiday cottages— no doubt there
would be occasions when block bookings were made to facilitate larger groups.

10. 5.14 — Raven Hall Road can be relatively busy between 10.00 a.m. and 5.00 p.m. as visitors
come and go. However, after 5.00 p.m. traffic movement is negligeable. Extra noise from the
proposed holiday lets (described above) will continue into summer evenings. We enjoy our
outdoor space in the evening and sit out and read in our rear and front garden. This would
be impossible to enjoy if noise levels increased.

11. 5.16 suggests adequate off-road parking for 2 cars per each of the 4 properties. This is not
correct. The access road to the rear of the properties provides less than adequate parking
for the suggested 6 cars. In fact, neighbours at Scar View, immediately north of the 4
properties, also share this access road and have had access problems associated with an
increase in vehicles owned by visitors to the unauthorised holiday let at Old Peak.

In conclusion

We moved to Ravenscar 3 years ago to enjoy the tranquil setting. We remain full time professionals,

who make every effort to be part of this small community, indeed my wife took a part-time job 1 day
each week at the nearby National Trust cottages as a Holiday Operations Assistant, to make a further
connection with our village.

Our immediate neighbouring property (‘Moraine’) is a holiday let. This is far from ideal as we never
know who will turn up and we cannot make any meaningful relationships.

Already there are circa 12 holiday lets in and close to Ravenscar. In the winter, most of these
properties are empty, which hardly lends itself to feeling that we live in a sustainable and thriving
community. If permission is granted for the 4 properties identified in this planning application to be
sold as holiday lets, then it is extremely likely that they will all remain mostly empty during the
winter months.

We are aware of the impending eviction of two elderly tenants who, each have lived for many years
at two of the 4 properties, is imminent. Potentially, this notice of eviction may also be extended to
the young family who live in the third property (Old Peak is a holiday let). This diminishes our
community as all of the above contribute to our village life.

For clarity, please don’t assume that we are NIMBY’s. Should approval be granted to remove the
Local Occupancy clause and allow these properties to be refurbished for sale at an inflated price,
that would only benefit us financially, as presumably, the value of our property would potentially
increase. We understand from the Parish Council that the developer, who purchased the land and
built these 4 properties did so on the understanding that they must be made available for local
people. We feel that it is objectional that the developer now appears to be seeking to make an
enhanced profit by applying for change of use.

We object to this application.

Yours sincerely,

Glenn and Lynne Gorner



From:

To: Planning

Cc:

Subject: Ref: NYM/2023/0368 Raven Hall Road, Ravenscar
Date: 15 July 2023 11:34:17

Good Afternoon Mrs Bastow

Reference the proposed planning application for change of use of the four cottages on
Raven Hall Road, Ravenscar;

We were unaware of this application until the Parish Council Meeting on Thursday; 13th
July 2023.

We (as listed below), strongly object to the change of use from affordable rental properties
to holiday let. Our land backs onto the properties and we have one of the electric sub
stations situated within our

boundary. We have gated access and share the right of way on the access road, more
vehicles will mean our access will be limited or blocked.

Also, | believe we have more than enough holiday lets in Ravenscar and Browside; the
fabric of the village is undermined by taking away permanent homes or long term lets. If
people want to holiday here there is the Raven Hall Hotel to accommodate them.

These were initially built as low cost housing for local residents who bring support to the
village; The village has a Cricket team, vibrant Church and village hall which need
constant support from locals to survive with increasing costs to remain open. To keep the
dynamics of the population; children are an important part to breath life into small villages
and have the chance to roam freely away from busy roads and built up areas. The school
buses and taxis need a flow of young people to also be cost effective for NYCC.

We are not in favor of this application.

Kind regards

Cllr Gail Agar
Mr George Agar (Reside at Church Road Farm, Church Road)
&

Alan Souter & Sharron Agar & Daniel Souter (reside at Moorcliffe, Church
Road)

George Agar Agricultural Engineers, Machinery Dealer & ATV Specialist



ZETOR, HONDA & LANDINI main dealers
Church Road Farm, Ravenscar, Scarborough.YO13 OLZ




From:

To: Planning

Subject: NYM/2023/0368
Date: 13 July 2023 20:30:39

Dear Planning.
R.E. Planning application NYM/2023/0368

I would like to strongly object to the proposed change of use from 'Local Occupancy' to
'Holiday Let' of four family houses in Ravenscar.

These houses were given planning permission to be built 20+ years ago specifically for
local occupancy use. They are social housing and should remain so, especially as there is
such a need.

There are enough holiday cottages but insufficient low cost rentals for local families in
Ravenscar.

Regards

Kelsall McEwen
Hayburn Dene,
Staintondale,

Scarborough,
YO13 0AY






Crag Hill

Raven Hall Rd
Ravenscar, Scarborough
N.Yorks

YP1 ONA

Dear Sir or Madam
Subject: Planning application NYM/2023/0368, Ravenscar

| am a resident of Ravenscar and live opposite the houses covered by the above application. | am
concerned that a change of designation to dual use would likely lead to these houses being
exclusively used as holiday lets, therefore reducing the population of permanent residents invested in
the village, and jeopardising the community spirit in the village.

Yours faithfully

Mavourneen Cross



From: geoff.

Sent: Friday, June 30, 2023 2:26 PM

To: Jill Bastow

Subject: RE: NYM/2023/0368 - Jevans View, Marys View, South Cheek and Old Peak, Raven Hall
Road, Ravenscar

Dear Jill,
Sorry to bother you again...

As you might imagine, | have been ‘trawling-through’ the large pile of documents we hold from
when we purchased our house (Scar View). | am not sure this is a planning issue, although it may
be relevant to planning.

Prior to the four dwellings in the application being built the land (and the land our own house
sits on) was owned by one Jonathan Brand (a local man who sadly died a few years ago). Once
planning had been granted, on appeal, for the four dwellings and our own house Jonathan Brand
sold the land the four dwellings now sit on to MJ Builders (John Cordukes), but retained
ownership of the land our house sits on (Jonathan Brand was the first occupier of our house until
he sold it to the people we subsequently bought it off). We have a copy of the transfer deed

(scan attached), dated 28th May 2004, for this sale of land. The transfer deed includes the usual
‘stuff’, but also a series of restrictive covenants, under part 2 of the fifth schedule (see page 4 of
the transfer deed as attached). Restrictive covenant 3 states:

“The transferee (MJ Builders/lohn Corduke) shall not at any time carry on or suffer to be carried
on on the Property (the land the four dwellings now sit on) or any part thereof any trade or
business whatsoever or permit the dwellings to be built on the Property to be used for any
purpose other than as private dwelling houses”.

As | understand it, the term ‘private dwelling house’ has been tested in court multiple times and
excludes the use of a residential property for short-term occupation by a succession of paying
guests (such as a short-term holiday let). In brief, the applicant (MJ Builders/John Corduke)
appears to be applying for a planning permission which seems to be in breach of a restrictive
covenant they themselves signed-up to. As above, | am not sure this is a planning issue but for
the sake of providing you with information.

If relevant, please feel free to use this e-mail as part of comments on the application.
If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Many thanks,



Geoff.



Scar View,
Raven Hall Road,
Ravenscar,
Scarborough,
North Yorkshire,
YO13 ONA.
North York Moors National Park Authority,
Mr Mark Hill,

Head of Development Management.

24" June 2023.

Dear Mr Hill,

Re: Planning application reference NYM/2023/0368 relating to four dwellings on Raven Hall
Road (Jevens View, Marys View, South Cheek, and Old Peak)

We, Geoffrey Smallwood and Mary Emily Luckhurst, are the owners and occupiers of Scar View,
Raven Hall Road, Ravenscar, Scarborough, YO13 ONA. On 20" June 2023 we received a letter
from yourself headed the North York Moors National Park Authority (NYMNPA). This letter dated 19™
June 2023 with the reference NYM/2023/0368. The letter being to inform us of the planning
application noted above. In essence, the application being for a proposed ‘dual use’ of the four
dwellings noted in the application as either local occupancy dwellings (their current status) or as

holiday lettings. Your letter invited comment on the application, which we provide below.

We are direct neighbours to the north of Jevens View (one of the four dwellings) and near
neighbours of the other three dwellings noted in the planning application above. While we have no
general objection to the principle of holiday lets in a national park, we wish to make comment on this
specific application. We have tried to order our comments under topic areas for ease of reading.

The section numbers we note in some of our comments are those used in the ‘Planning Supporting
Statement — P2023#0568’ provided by ‘Cheryl Ward Planning’ (a consultant working on the behalf of
the applicant). This supporting statement being one of the documents relating to the application

available on the NYMNYA planning website.
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“Dual use”

We find ourselves confused by the application, which is for the proposed ‘dual use’ of the four
dwellings as either local occupancy lettings or holiday lettings. Neither of us are in any way planning
experts. However, our understanding of ‘dual use’ in planning terms is to allow dual classes of use.
For example, an office (use class B1) also seeking use as a gym (use class D2). In the case of the
application you have informed us of the use class is noted as C3 (dwelling house) but there is no
‘dual use’ other class noted. We note from NYMNPA planning website that the existing land use is
given as C3 and the proposed land use also as C3, but that at the same time the application is for a
‘change of use’. We find the use of the term ‘dual use’ to be confusing, rather than the application
being one simply proposing the use of the four dwellings in a manner other than in accordance with
their current local occupancy status (as per condition 6 of the Planning Inspector’s appeal decision
regards application NYM4/027/0140/OL, dated 22" May 2000 — the original application for the four
dwellings). In our opinion, the term ‘dual use’ is confusing, not applicable to this application and may
obscure what seems to be the purpose of the application. Is this a change of use application that
does not involve any change of use class, a mechanism to by-pass the current local occupancy

conditions on the four dwellings, or another form of application?

Implications of the application

We are also concerned about the implications of the application. For example, if the application is
granted and at some future date one or more of the dwellings is offered for sale. Presumably any
person wishing to purchase the dwelling for residential use would still need to meet the criteria in
the local occupancy condition to be able to live in the house full-time. But if the person or company
wishing to purchase the house specifically intends to rent it out as a short-term holiday letting, they
would not need to meet the local occupancy criteria as they would not be living in the house full-
time. In this event, how would the dwelling be priced for sale? The market price for houses with local
occupancy conditions is usually lower, often significantly lower, than for houses without such
conditions attached. If the house were offered for sale at a lower price level commensurate with a
property with a local occupancy condition, then it may be something of a ‘bargain’ for a person or
company wishing to buy it to rent as a short-term holiday letting, and may be ‘snapped-up’ fairly
quickly before any local person could arrange a mortgage etc. If it is priced at a higher level
commensurate with a property which can be rented out as a holiday letting, then it may be
unaffordable to local persons that local occupancy conditions are usually aimed at. In either case, it
seems unlikely to us that the dwellings’ future use would be residential and more likely that it would

be as short-term holiday lettings.
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In addition in the scenario above, if one of the dwellings is purchased by a person who rents the
property out as a holiday letting, and so would not need to meet the local occupancy criteria, could
that person also use the house on a parttime basis? For example, using the house as their
‘weekend retreat’ a couple of times a month and renting it out as holiday accommodation the rest of
the time. In effect they would have acquired a ‘second home’ with an income stream from its use as
a short-term holiday letting, which we would presume is not the intent of local occupancy conditions.
In brief, our opinion is that the implications of the application require careful consideration. Should
the application be approved, we would ask that the ‘dual use’ of the dwellings as holiday lettings
ceases if the property/ies are offered for sale at any point and that they can only be offered for sale

with the current local occupancy conditions in place with no other use permitted.

Number of bedrooms (section 5.2)

In section 5.2 of the supporting statement it is noted: “The 4 no. cottages comprise four, 2 bed
cottages”. Our understanding from conversations with neighbours is that the four dwellings each
have three bedrooms. This is supported by the description of Old Peak (one of the four dwellings)
given on Sykes Cottages’ website. Old Peak is currently in use as a holiday letting — Sykes
Cottages being the letting agent. Appendix 1 of this letter shows screenshots from Sykes’ website
providing a description of Old Peak. This clearly states that Old Peak has three bedrooms, and
states elsewhere that Old Peak sleeps six. This may seem trivial. However, and while on some
occasions Old Peak appears to be rented by a single couple, in our experience it is often rented by
groups of friends or similar, with a commensurate number of cars (see below on parking). In our
opinion, stating that the four dwellings comprise of only two bedrooms rather than three may

underplay any impact from their use as holiday lettings.

Active uselviability of the four dwellings (section 5.5)

In section 5.5 of the supporting statement it is noted: “The scope of works covered in the application
will provide high quality accommodation within the village and will ensure the long-term use and
preservation of the properties as maintained without harm to the special qualities of the area, local
landscape or the amenity of adjoining neighbours. Essentially, it keeps them in active use now and
for the lifetime of the development’. In our opinion, this seems to imply that the potential use of the
four dwellings as holiday lettings is required or essential in some manner to keep them in active use

and ensure their long-term use for the lifetime of the development.
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With the exception of Old Peak, currently used as a holiday letting, the other three dwellings in the
application are occupied by long-term residents. We understand that two of these have been
resident in the dwellings for more than ten years and the third for some years. Regards Old Peak,
we understand that this was previously occupied by a long-term resident who left shortly before we
moved to Ravenscar (in September 2021). Old Peak was vacant when we moved to Ravenscar,
followed by a period of some months during which renovation works were completed at the
dwelling. Following these renovations Old Peak was marketed as a holiday letting from around May
2022 onwards. We cannot be certain of the exact date. However, customer reviews of Old Peak as
a holiday letting on Sykes Cottages’ website date back to May 2022 (see lower screenshot in
appendix 1). We are unaware of any attempt to market Old Peak as a long-term letting before being

marketed as a holiday letting, although we cannot be certain of this.

Long-term lettings seem, in our experience, to be in demand in Ravenscar (the village is a desirable
place to live). For example, a dwelling on Raven Hall Road two doors to the north of our house was
marketed for letting recently on or around 25" April 2023. Appendix 2 of this comments letter is a
screenshot from the Facebook page of CPH Lettings, the agent which marketed this dwelling (the
dwelling is no longer on CPH Letting’s main website as it has been let). The new long-term
residents of this dwelling moved-in around two weeks ago. That is from the commencement of
marketing to moving-in was perhaps only some seven weeks. We understand that the dwelling was

actually let some time before this moving-in date.

Considering that three out of the four dwellings in the application are currently occupied by long-

term residents, that the fourth (Old Peak) was previous occupied by a long-term resident, and that
letting dwellings in Ravenscar appears not to be problematic (as illustrated by the example above),
we fail to understand why the use of the four dwellings as holiday lettings is required to keep them

in active use and to ensure their long-term use.

Holiday letting as a fallback/flexibility matter (section 5.6)

Section 5.6 of the supporting statement notes: “Having the flexibility/fallback to use the
accommodation for short term ‘holiday letting’ as means of using the accommodation will allow the
properties to prosper”. In our opinion this seems to imply that the use of the four dwellings as
holiday lettings would be only a ‘fallback’ position in the event of long-term lettings not being

possible/practical, or at least that ‘flexibility’ is required.
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As we note above, three of the four dwellings are currently occupied by long-term residents. We
understand that at least two of these long-term residents have recently been served with termination
notices. Appendix 3 of this comments letter is a scan of a termination notice from MJ Builders sent
to one of the long-term residents requiring her to vacate the premises by 15t September 2023. This
termination notice is dated 20" June 2023, although we understand that this resident was informed

verbally some days before.

In our opinion, this action of issuing termination notices to current long-term residents does not
seem to align with the proposed use of the four dwellings as holiday lettings as a ‘fallback’ position
or simply to allow ‘flexibility’. Why evict current long-term residents if the proposed use of the

dwellings as holiday lettings is only a ‘fallback’ measure?

Noise levels (sections 5.11 — 5.13)

The general ‘thrust’ of these sections appears to be that should the four dwellings be used as
holiday lettings that noise levels would likely be the same, or similar, as noise levels associated with
their use as long-term lettings/full-time residential use. In our view this is an unsupported
proposition. The Government is currently consulting on proposed changes in the planning system as
applied to holiday lettings and on a registration scheme for short-term lettings. Partially these
consultations have been the result of an increase in short-term/holiday letting, in particular during
and since the Covid-19 pandemic (the ‘staycation’ boom) and the impact of this. Appendix 4 of this
comments letter shows examples of screenshots from Government web pages and documents
relating to the consultations noted above. All of these mention concerns relating to increased noise.
The screenshots in appendix 4 are simply examples gathered from a brief internet search — we

could have included more not least many and multiple media articles on the topic.

In our opinion it is not surprising that the increase in short-term holiday lettings may have resulted in
an increase in noise nuisance. In our experience people tend to go on holiday to enjoy themselves.
For some this means a little ‘quiet-time’, while for a significant proportion of other people it perhaps
means more, and more frequent, drinking and ‘partying’ than they would normally indulge-in when
not on holiday. This is perhaps understandable. In our opinion it is predictable that people may
behave differently while on holiday then when not on holiday, which may involve higher noise levels.
This opinion would seem to be supported by a wide variety of information available online and

elsewhere.
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As noted above, Old Peak commenced being used as a holiday letting around May 2022. We have
now had more than a year’s personal experience of the dwelling’s use as a holiday letting. In our
experience the noise levels emanating from Old Peak are substantially higher than for the other
three dwellings with residential use. For example, during the refurbishment of Old Peak over the
winter of 2021 and into 2022 a hot tub, with associated ‘fairy-lights’, was installed in the rear garden
of Old Peak. Many of the holidaymakers renting Old Peak make significant, often daily, use of this
hot tub, even during the winter months. We live two doors away from Old Peak but at times we have
had to close our back door, patio doors etc to block-out the noise — typically shouting and music.
Should the application be approved potentially we would have the same situation but directly next
door to us and from four dwellings rather than just one. Of course, a long-term resident could install
a hot tub in their garden, but in our opinion the frequency of use would likely be significantly less,
and less noisy. If the application is approved, we would ask for a condition to be imposed prohibiting
the installation of hot tubs, barbeques and similar which may encourage outdoor ‘partying’, including

the removal of the hot tub already in place at Old Peak.

It would be valid to ask if noise levels are high why have we not complained? In part we have not
because we live two doors away from Old Peak and have been able to manage the irritation, such
as by closing our rear door, windows etc (no hardship in winter really). As noted above, this would
likely be different if the noise source was directly next door to us or from four dwellings rather than
just one. However, the main reason we have not complained is that we were aware from
Staintondale Parish Council meeting minutes (and from other sources) that the matter of the use of
Old Peak as a holiday letting was being addressed and that a letter from NYMNPA requiring the use
of Old Peak as a holiday letting ceases has been sent to the owners (from Staintondale Parish
Council meeting minutes 12" January 2023). We understand that the matter was raised by a
member of the public at a previous parish council meeting (for the avoidance of doubt this was not
us). In brief, we have not complained because the issue appeared to be being addressed already
and that there was therefore no need for us to become involved. Had we not been aware of this

ongoing enforcement process we would very likely have complained by now.

Section 5.14 of the supporting statement covers traffic noise, stating: “Another factor in response to
noise levels is the proximity to the public highway (Raven Hall Road). The sound from vehicular
traffic using the road is more likely to exceed any noise from the proposed use of the dwellings
making it unlikely that the proposed development will be harmful to the immediate locality”. Raven
Hall Road is effectively a dead-end (the few roads that lead-off Raven Hall Road are also dead-

ends) — there is no through traffic. In addition, Raven Hall Road is hardly a major ‘A’ road.
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Outside of local residents, in our experience there are two main users of Raven Hall Road: visitors
to Ravenscar going walking, cycling, to view the seal colony at the base of the cliffs etc, and visitors
staying at the Raven Hall Hotel, located at the north end of Raven Hall Road. General visitors are
virtually all day-trippers. In our experience they tend to arrive from around 10.00 am and leave
around 16.00 pm to 18.00 pm, or earlier in winter. Appendix 5 of this comments letter shows two
photographs along Raven Hall Road towards its northern end taken on 215t June 2023, a fine sunny
day ideal for walking, cycling etc. The top photograph was taken at around 13.00 pm and the lower
at around 19.00 pm. The number of cars parked in the layby at the side of Raven Hall Road is
noticeably different. In our experience, the same pattern occurs with visitors staying at the Raven
Hall Hotel — they tend to arrive mid-afternoon and leave after breakfast (the Raven Hall Hotel is not

a business hotel and breakfasts are not early in the morning).

In brief, in our experience what traffic noise there is occurs during times of the day when it is less
noticeable (people are at work, gardening, doing other activities etc), and when such noise may be
more noticeable (in the evening, at nighttime or early in the morning) traffic is low or non-existent.

The same could not be said for ‘hot-tub-parties’.

Regarding noise, section 5.15 of the supporting statement gives the opinion that: “/t is likely that the

I

proposed development would fall into the ‘no observed effect level’ “. For the reasons noted above
we would dispute this as the noise from Old Peak is in our experience certainly noticeable, far in
excess of that from the three dwellings currently still in residential use, and this is only from a single

holiday letting rather than the four effectively proposed in the application.

Access and parking (sections 5.16 and 5.17)

Section 5.16 of the supporting statement notes: “The 4 no. properties benefit from off-road parking,
and this will continue to be the case where parking for up to 2 car/dwelling or more vehicles is
possible within the rear domestic curtilage”. This is also noted on the public application form for the
proposal at the section titled ‘vehicle parking’ where it is stated that there are eight existing car

parking spaces and that this would not change.

Provided with the application is a plan (file titled ‘2023-06-19 Public Plans’ available on the
NYMNPA planning website). On this plan the area covered by the application is demarked by a red
line. This red line aligns with the domestic curtilage of the four dwellings as noted in 5.16 of the
supporting statement. Behind and outside of the rear curtilage of the four dwellings is an area of
land for vehicle access and turning. Appendix 6 of this comments letter includes a scan of one of the

original drawings for the site. This area of land is marked on the drawing as ‘access and turning’.
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The area of land is also mentioned in the Planning Inspector’s appeal decision regards application
NYM4/027/0140/0L, dated 22" May 2000 (the original application for the four dwellings) at 19. 4)
stating that the area shall be maintained clear of obstruction and retained for its intended purpose.
Our property at Scar View abuts the northern end of this area of land. As the owners of Scar View,
we have a right of way with or without vehicles at all times and for all purposes across this land

(contained in the Land Registry documents for our property).

Each of the four dwellings has a single garage at the rear, arranged in two blocks, as shown in the
drawing in appendix 6. On the drawing alongside each garage is an area noted as ‘parking’. In brief,
each of the dwellings has a single garage and a single parking space within their curtilage. We
presume that these are the eight car parking spaces mentioned in the application and its supporting

statement.

Of the four external car parking spaces only one is currently capable of use for car parking.
Appendix 6 includes four photographs of the rear of the dwellings. The parking area for Jevens View
is grassed, has a shed on it and is fenced-off. The parking area for Marys View is grassed and has
garden furniture on it. The parking area for South Cheek is grassed and is fenced-off. When we
moved to Ravenscar in 2021 the parking area for Old Peak (the dwelling currently used as a holiday
letting) was likewise not capable of use for car parking. However, this parking area was reinstated

as part of the renovation works carried-out on Old Peak in late 2021/early 2022.

The four garages behind the dwellings are small single garages. The ‘up-and-over’ vehicle access
doors for these garages are around 1.97 metres wide (the effective entry width when door frame etc
is considered is slightly less). To give some examples, a Toyota Yaris (small hatchback) is 1.97
metres wide, a Renault Twingo 1.98 metres, and a Mazda MX5 (small sportscar) 1.97 metres wide
(source What Car). These are all small cars. Larger cars, SUVs etc are often more than two metres
wide. Only small cars such as ‘city cars’ would practically fit into the garages behind the dwellings,
and even then, we would think getting out of the car once in the garage may present problems. To
be equitable, this is not an issue unique to the dwellings in the application and in our experience is a
common problem as cars have become larger over the years. Since we moved to Ravenscar in
2021 to our knowledge none of the dwellings’ garages have ever been used to actually park a car

in. This would include the current holiday letting at Old Peak.
If the garages are counted as car parking, then there are five useable car parking spaces within the

rear curtilage of the dwellings not eight. If the garages are excluded for reasons of practicality and

actual use, then there is only one useable car parking space between all four of the dwellings.
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Pragmatically, there is some space for car parking on the area of land behind the dwellings’
curtilage noted as being for access and turning. Appendix 7 of this comments letter is a photograph
of the access and turning area taken from its northern end. The current resident of Jevens View
does not have a car. The current resident of Marys View has one car and typically parks across the
dwelling’s garage (car shown in the photograph in appendix 7). The current resident of South Cheek
has two cars and typically parks one across the dwelling’s garage (visible in the background in the
photograph in appendix 7) and the second in the far corner of the access and turning area at a field
access gate. To date, this ‘informal’ arrangement of local resident parking has not caused us a

problem - there is sufficient space for turning and access.

Sometimes the people renting the current holiday letting at Old Peak only have one car and park it
on the car parking area alongside to the dwelling’s garage. This does not present a problem.
However, more often than not those renting Old Peak have two or more cars. In our experience,
with two cars parked behind Old Peak (one in the dwelling’s car parking space and one across the
garage and parking area) the only practical turning areas are at the rear of Jevens View (as the
current resident does not have a car) or at the far corner of the access and turning area and then
reversing along the length of the area. On occasion three cars have been parked behind Old Peak,
which makes access something of a ‘squeeze’ involving partially driving up the bank at the rear of
the access and turning area. Alternatively, on occasion when those renting Old Peak have more
than two cars they park on the public road (Raven Hall Road) outside the front of the property,
typically partially on the grass verge, on the approach to a blind brow in the road. Considering there

is large public layby less than 50 metres from Old Peak this has always bemused us.

As noted above, the current informal local resident parking arrangements at the rear of the four
dwellings have not caused us a significant problem, mainly because the current resident of Jevens
View does not have a car providing an easy turning point. However, if cars were to be parked-
across the rears of all four dwellings turning would, in our opinion, become significantly more difficult
to the point of likely being impractical. The photograph in appendix 7 of this letter includes a
measurement between the edge of the access and turning area and the car parked at the rear of
Marys View. The rear edge of the area is not even, but the gap is in the order of 4.9 metres. This is
more than sufficient to be able to drive past for access, but insufficient to practically turn many cars
in. The average length of the top five best selling cars in 2020 was 4.3 metres (source RAC

Foundation). This would leave only some 60 centimetres (two feet) of space to effect a turn in.
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If the application should be granted, we would ask that strict conditions on parking be imposed. For
example, that cars should only be parked in the designated car parking areas alongside the

dwellings’ garages or in the garages themselves and not on the access and turning area and not on
the public road. Rather that ‘excess’ cars be parked in the public layby nearby and with easy access

to the dwellings.

Planning policy and conclusions (sections 6 and 7)

Neither of us are planning experts. As such we will leave any comments on section 6 of the
supporting statement to those better qualified, although we would note that in our opinion there
seems to be something of ‘throwing the kitchen sink’ at the issue approach. Our comments on the

conclusions in section 7 are largely included in the above and we will not repeat them here.

‘Block’ holiday letting accommodation

One issue not covered in the application, or its supporting statement, is the potential ‘block’ nature
of the proposed development. A brief internet search reveals four holiday cottages in the ‘central’
part of Ravenscar, including Old Peak (there may be one or two more). All of these are ‘mixed’ in
with residential properties. None are next-door to each other, or in close proximity to each other. Any
potential effects, such as noise, from these holiday lettings are ‘diluted’. The proposed development
potentially creates a ‘block’ of holiday lettings, creating a potential concentration of effects and
nuisance. We would also presume that there would be nothing to stop people from booking more
than one of the proposed holiday lettings, or all four, at the same time for whatever purpose, such
as hen/stag parties or similar. We believe that such a proposed ‘block’ development of holiday

lettings is out of character with the rural and quiet nature of Ravenscar.
We hope the above is of use to you in making your decision on the application. If you or any of your
team have any queries or require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact us,

either at

Yours sincerely,

Geoffrey Smallwood Mary Emily Luckhurst
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Appendix 1. Screenshots Sykes Cottages website
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Appendix 2. Screenshot CPH Lettings Facebook page
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Appendix 3. Scan of termination notice
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Appendix 4. Example screenshots from Government web pages and documents

Extract
Government
consultation on
a registration
scheme for
tourist
accommodation

Extract
Government
consultation
ona
registration
scheme for
short-term
lets

Extract House of
Commons
Library research
paper ‘the
growth of short-
term lettings’
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Appendix 5. Photographs along Raven Hall Road

215t June 2023, around 13.00 pm

218t June 2023, around 19.00 pm
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Appendix 6. Site plan and photographs of the rear of the four dwellings
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Appendix 7. Photograph of the access and turning area to the rear of the dwellings

Gap between side of car shown to edge of access and turning area is circa 4.9 metres (measured
using a laser measure). The average length of the top five selling cars in 2020 was 4.3 metres
(source RAC Foundation), leaving only 60 cm (2 feet) space to manoeuvre and turn the average car
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