
From:                                         Holland, John (EG TCEQ) 
Sent:                                           07 April 2014 14:01
To:                                               DC Consultation
Subject:                                     Re:14NP0027

Dear Sirs,

We would like to register our objection to the application for the construction of a detached 1.5 storey 4-bedroom house
incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on the adjacent site.

The key points in our objection to this proposal are as follows:

1. The 1.5 storey design placed in its extremely conspicuous location on the highest point to the west of the road, mean that
it will dominate the skyline and the surrounding buildings, namely Sundown, Hunter’s Lodge and the Village Hall, even in
its modified form.

2. The design will look incongruous to say the least, especially as it will be the only building in Lanehead located in the
middle of a field rather than adjacent to the roadside.

3. The proximity to Hunter’s Lodge is intrusive and the amended design will not change the lack of impact in our opinion.
4. The proposed house will intrude on the amenity of the Village Hall Community Garden.
5. Whilst access is not a consideration for the planning decision, the proposal to use the emergency and delivery track across

the field will have a significant environmental impact. The granting of planning permission by the inspector in February
2011 was made on condition that the access only be used for these purposes. We do not believe that a hoggin track as
currently constituted will be sufficiently robust to take the weight of traffic. It is also not clear to us whether the concrete
reinforcements required by the water authority to protect the existing field pipework are adequate.

6. In refusing the last application for this development, there were concerns about the cumulative impact of the 3 separate
schemes that have been executed for this site, namely the Long House, the Bunk Barn and Bothies and now the 1.5 storey
house. The new and revised plans do not invalidate the cumulative development issue.

7. We still have concerns that this application will be subject to a 106 agreement. The applicant obtained permission for the

Long House under this pretext and then sold the site for development by a 3rd party. We are concerned that this process
could be repeated with this application, with permission granted and then the site sold. Surely by selling a site obtained
with a 106 condition the applicant has demonstrated that he doesn’t really require the facility, or can multiple 106
conditions be granted and exhausted? We do not believe that the 106 process is intended to be used in this manner
within the National Park. If this principle were to be widely adopted it could lead to further inappropriate development in
this fragile and vulnerable landscape.

8. We believe the developer should be completing the existing development (to date no work has been commenced on the
bothies) prior to embarking on even more new development activity

In summary we see no merit whatsoever in the proposed development and wish to register our objection to the continued
despoliation of our village in the strongest possible terms. In addition we would like to emphasise our concerns in point 6
above, namely the continued cumulative development of this site and its impact on the overall landscape and environment of
Lanehead.

Please send an acknowledgment of acceptance of this objection.

John and Jennifer Holland
Ivy Cottage
Lanehead
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08 April 2014  
RE: Response to Planning Application 14NP0027 

Detached 1 and 1/2 storey, 4 bedroom house incorporating laundry, office and storage facilities 
for the self-catering business on the adjacent site on land to the rear of Greystones, Lanehead, 
Tarset, Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 1NT

From Mr & Mrs Anderson, Redmire, Tarset, Hexham, NE48 1NX  

Dear Mr Stanworth, 

Having studied the proposed plans in some detail we would like to make the following comments.  

We object to the above planning application on the following grounds:  

Local Need 

The need for a new house on this site is totally unnecessary. The applicant currently resides on site in 
perfectly decent accommodation with attached outbuildings that could be converted into a laundry and 
storage facilities with the minimal amount of effort and cost. 

Further, the applicant has already been granted planning permission for a substantial property, the 
‘Longhouse’ ( 10NP0022) which would have provided all the requirements the applicant is seeking with this 
proposed application.  

However, the applicant decided to sell this land with the successful planning permission and still reside in the 
existing property on the site.  

This suggests that the existing arrangement is perfectly adequate for the applicant and if this current 
proposal is successful history is likely to be repeated. In conclusion, the need for a new property as proposed 
in application 14NP0027 does not exist.      

Access 

The vehicle access proposed will utilise an ‘access track’ designed for emergency vehicles granted from 
planning permission (10NP0041) and will traverse the hillside directly in front of the existing holiday 
accommodation building. This ‘track’ was never intended to be used as it is now proposed and should be 
considered as a material change of use.   

Also, the safety and quiet amenity of guests residing in the holiday accommodation will be compromised 
with the use of the proposed access. This could result in negative feedback on social media/review sites and 
may result in a detrimental effect on the business. 

The current arrangement of the applicant residing in a house on the corner of the site, with a main highway 
access, does not affect the guests staying in the holiday accommodation in anyway.  
Therefore is seems at odds with the concept of providing quiet guest accommodation to attract visitors and 
then drive right in front of this space, not only with the applicants cars, but delivery waggons, oil/gas trucks, 
visitor cars and so on.  This suggests a degree of contempt to the paying guests and calls into question the 
true motive of this application.  
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Location 

The proposed development is inappropriate in an open hillside landscape situated directly behind Lanehead 
Village Hall and close to neighbouring property ‘Hunter’s Lodge’.  

Size 

While the concession made to the original application shows a reduction in ridge height the building is 
substantially longer (4 metres) and will still require extensive earthworks to facilitate its construction.  

This is a substantial building and will have a dominant impact on the settlement of Lanehead.  

The cumulative effect of this proposal with the already construction ‘Longhouse’ development (10NP0022) 
results in an urbanisation of a once tranquil community settlement. Also, the area proposed for 
development does not fall into ‘infill’ status as the site is located on the outer edge of Lanehead with no 
adjacent highway access.  

Impact on Lanehead Village Hall 

Lanehead Village Hall (LVH) is the hub of local events and meetings, including Tarset and Greystead Parish 
Council. 

The proposed application will adversely affect the peaceful amenity currently enjoyed by visitors and local 
groups due to the substantial earthworks required to construct a house ‘cut’ into the hillside and then the 
resulting residential occupation which is directly behind LVH.  

Further, the recently created outdoor garden/seating area, part funded by Northumberland National Park 
Authority, provides an additional recreation space to visitors and local residents. This space will be 
compromised with the addition of an adjacent residential property.    

Impact on Hunter’s Lodge 

The fact any new property is considered on the proposed site show a lack of compassion towards the owner 
the closest neighbouring property, ‘Hunters Lodge’. The overshadowing, intrusion and general disruption to 
the quiet amenity that the owners of Hunter Lodge presently enjoying will be lost to this proposed 
development. 

Impact on Dark Sky Status 

With the official award of Dark Sky Status by the International Dark Skies Association, the area of Tarset, 
Lanehead and Kielder is Europe’s largest Dark Sky Park. This proposed development will inevitably increase 
light pollution and compromise this protected status. 

This is evident in the continuous 24/7 illumination of outside lights on the existing holiday accommodation 
regardless to whether the building is in use or not.
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Existing Northumberland National Park Authority Planning Policy 

If any need can be justified (we can see none) consideration must be made to the Northumberland National 
Park Planning Policy documents including the Local Development Framework, Management Plan and 
Building Design Guide.  The following observations result from analysing the Northumberland National Park 
Local Development Framework (NNPLDF) Core Strategy & Development document March 2009, valid until 
2024 (p. 3).  

A Statutory purpose of Northumberland National Park is to:  

“Conserving and enhancing the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the 
National Park.”  

In part 3.10 of the NNPLDF under the heading ‘Distinctive landscape character’ describes:  

“A key characteristic of the landscape is its openness, with landscapes and horizons free 
from significant human intrusions.”  

With the above in mind the proposed development contravenes the following NNPLDF policy criteria:  

Policy 1 - Delivering Sustainable Development 

a.  “Conserves and enhances the special qualities of the National Park.”

As outlined earlier the proposed development is substantial in terms of size, scale and mass cannot in any 
way enhance the special qualities of NNP. With the proposed site devoid of any existing infrastructure new 
connections will be required to the already over stretched utility networks.  

Policy 3 - General Development Principle  

“All new development, activities, and uses of land within Northumberland National Park must uphold 
and promote the principles of sustainable development; new development will be permitted when:”  

a.  “The special qualities of the National Park will be conserved or enhanced.”

The proposed development will not conserve or enhance the special qualities of NNP due to the 
inappropriate location and non-traditional architectural features of the proposed building.  

b.  “Development is sympathetic to existing buildings in terms of scale, height, massing,  
siting, form, materials and colour ; and the protection of open space which contributes to 
the amenity, character, and setting of a settlement.”  

The buildings that surround the proposed development are single story construction (‘Hunter’s Lodge’, 
‘Sundown’ and Lanehead Village Hall). A 1.5 story building with large glazing features will have a detrimental 
effect on the open space feel and character of Lanehead. 

c.  “The proposal supports the wellbeing of local communities by ensuring:
- amenity is not adversely affected in terms of visual impact, pollution, noise and waste;”  

The local community does not support this application as no benefit to local residents can be found. This 
proposal will infringe on their amenity enjoyment and introduce unacceptable levels of visual intrusion. The 
NNP have a duty to protect local communities where unacceptable new build development will have a 
negative impact on their day to day lives.  

Development Management Committee 
14th May 2014

DMC2014-009 6 of 37 14NP0027 Rear of Greystones, Lanehead



Policy 19 – Tranquillity 

“Development proposals which conserve or enhance the tranquillity of the National Park will be 
supported. In order to determine the extent to which tranquillity is affected there will be an 
assessment of the impact:”  

a.  “of the level of noise, traffic and light generated as a result of the development.”  

At present the current proposed is an open rough pasture field in an elevated position above Lanehead 
Village Hall and ‘Hunter’s Lodge’. The proposed development will introduce all three undesirable elements 
described above to adversely affect the tranquillity of Lanehead.  

b.  “on the sense of openness of the National Park.” 

The proposed development will be located on an open landscape with no existing natural screening to 
mitigate the size and scale of the building.  

c.  “on the quiet enjoyment of the landscape.”  

The results of further development of Lanehead can only lead diminishing levels of peace, tranquillity and 
light pollution for both residents and visitors to NNP.  

Policy 20 - Landscape Quality and Character  

“The natural beauty and heritage of the National Park will be conserved and enhanced 
whilst being responsive to landscape change. All proposals will be assessed in terms of 
their impact on landscape character and sensitivity as defined in the Landscape 
Supplementary Planning Document. Development which would adversely affect the 
quality and character of the landscape will not be permitted.”  

The proposed development would have a negative effect on the quality and character of the landscape due 
to the prominent location on an open hillside.  
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NNP Design Guide Observations  

The proposed drawings and supporting information submitted fall sort of the guidelines in the NNP 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document in the following ways:  

3. Understanding the Character of the National Park 

Windows

3.9  “Predominantly constructed from timber, they often reflect the status and use of a 
building. In most cases window frames are set back from the outer face. Earlier windows 
tended to be narrow with glazing bars becoming finer and panes of glass becoming larger 
in the mid-19th century. Vertical sliding sash windows form the predominant type in 
domestic properties. Domestic window frames are typically painted white.”  

The proposed development show substantial window openings with large single glass panes. The NNP 
Design Guide criteria clearly states windows should be of timber sliding sash construction with glazing bars 
and typically painted white to maintain a traditional character.  

Chimneys 

3.11  “Chimney stacks generally consist of a plinth rising just above the ridge, the main shaft 
and a cornice with a small block course above on which the pot sits. Stacks are usually 
placed at the gable end without an external chimney buttress.”  

The proposed development shows two metal chimney outlets at roof level. This type of chimney design is 
contrary to the NNP Design Guide criteria above requiring a stone built chimney located on the gable end 
walls with an earthenware chimney pot; this stone and pot type of chimney design is common place on 
properties at Lanehead.  

Gutter and Downpipes  

3.12  “Lead and cast iron dominated the fabrication of rainwater goods until newer materials 
appeared in the 20th century. Usually painted black, they are fixed on drive-in brackets 
direct into the masonry. Hence timber boards at eaves were not necessary.”  

The proposed development drawings do not show any rainwater goods; therefore it is unknown what type 
will be installed. Any uncertainly about the type of guttering and downpipes that are required can be 
resolved by following the above guideline. Traditional black cast iron rainwater goods adorn the majority of 
properties in Lanehead.  
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Detailing  

3.13  “Many buildings in the National Park have simple roof detailing.”  

The proposed development shows a metal roof detail forming a perimeter around the roofing slates and 
used as a ridge capping. This design type is not traditional to the NNP and no evidence of this can be found 
at Lanehead. Unless lead is used to form this detail any other material would have a reflective quality adding 
to the visual impact of this building.  

4. The Importance of Good Design 

4.3  “The design quality of new development is of the highest importance in all planning  
decisions and emphasis should be given to developments which embrace all aspects of  
design, including siting, massing, scale, proportion, rhythm, materials, and colour and of  
more recent importance, their contribution towards sustainable development.”  

It is clear from the submitted drawings that the proposed development is contrary to many of the above 
criteria, especially in terms of both the size and mass of the building and position in an open landscape. With 
no existing natural screening and with proposed screening methods taking many years to mature, 
neighbouring properties and visitors to Lanehead will injure the visual impact of such an imposing building 
when viewed from the highway, local rights of way and surrounding landscape.  
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5. Sustainable Design  

5.6 Demonstrating high quality design and sustainable construction:  

“Consider the size of buildings and spaces and show how they are right for the site and 
surroundings;”  

The proposed development will have a major impact on the neighbouring property of ‘Hunter’s Lodge’ and 
Lanehead Village Hall. The proposed site is not suitable for development as proven by the extensive ground 
works and gabion retaining walls required to provide a level foundation for construction.  

5.9  Conserving water resources, air, and soils:  

“Consider how your proposal achieves high water efficiency standards, incorporates the use of 
new technologies to recycle and conserve water resources and promotes the use of sustainable 
drainage schemes (for example: grey-water recycling or rainwater collection systems);”  

The proposed development has not made provision for a grey-water recycling or a rainwater harvesting 
system. The conservation of natural resources should be of high priority for any new development and this 
omission is surprising considering the sustainability claims made about the proposal.  

The excessive ground works required to provide a level foundation for construction will cause disruption to 
local residents in terms of increased noise, dust and traffic. The sustainability of moving large amount of 
earth using diesel powered excavators and dump trucks’ emitting considerable amounts Co2 and So2 is 
questionable.  

5.11  “Preventing inappropriate development in areas which are at risk of flooding or which 
contribute to the risk of flooding:”  

“The increased risk of flooding caused by the development should be considered and simple 
sustainable drainage measures such as increasing the amount of permeable surfaces, sustainable 
drainage or grey-water recycling should be incorporated where appropriate.” 

The proposed development does not describe any sustainable drainage methods such as Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SUDS). Given that the North Tyne valley is one of the wettest in Northumberland, the 
proposed large expanse of parking area together with hard landscape paving will facilitate considerable 
rainwater runoff which should be controlled to protect neighbouring properties from flooding.  
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6.1 New Development 

6.1.1 Setting and Form  

Design Considerations – Within Settlements  

“Look at the rhythm and form of existing buildings and how your proposal will fit within this;”  

The proposed development does not ‘fit-in’ to the existing settlement of Lanehead due to numerous factors 
concerning the architecture of the building including inappropriate window size’s and prominent position in 
an open field with no natural screening.  

6.5 Energy Infrastructure 

6.5.2 Solar Water Heating and Photovoltaic’s (PV)  

The proposed development makes reference to the installation of solar panels in the form of PV roofing tiles. 
The omission of an area dedicated to these tiles however means little can be determined as to the amount 
of energy they will generate; further clarification on this matter is required to form any meaningful 
judgement on their usefulness. A further energy saving technology not proposed in the application is the use 
of Solar Hot Water heating panels, with an extensive south facing roof aspect the incorporation of this 
technology together with the PV panels would form a smart sustainable renewable energy solution and is a 
surprising omission.  

6.5.6 Geothermal  

The main use of this technology is used through a ground source geothermal system that utilises buried 
pipework coils. The proposed development does not mention the use of this renewable technology despite 
the fact the site has a large area of suitable land to the south elevation.  

Summary  

As outlined earlier without the ‘need’ element for this development can this application really be justified in 
a protected landscape? The very elements that attract visitors to Northumberland National Park and why 
local people choose to live here will be compromised for what? 

Therefore, I trust the NNP planning department will evaluate these valid objections to form a view that will 
be satisfactory to the residents of Lanehead and recommend refusal of this application.  

Yours Sincerely,  

Mr & Mrs Anderson 
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Ann & Steve Toon 
2 Lanehead Cottages 

Tarset 
Northumberland 

NE48 1NU 

9 April 2014 

Planning Application: 14NP0027

Letter of objection

We write to register our objection to planning application 14NP0027, the proposed four-bedroom 
house and facilities for Tarset Tor on land behind Greystones.  

1. We are deeply concerned about the cumulative impact of progressive developments on the 
character of Lanehead. We already have the Tarset Tor bunkhouse, the Longhouse, and four 
bothies (awaiting construction). The addition of a further large residential/business premises in 
a conspicuous spot, and the regular use of the access road across a previously empty field, will 
significantly exacerbate an existing problem of 'suburbanisation' in a once-rural community. 

2. The proposed building is too large, too conspicuous, and of an inappropriate design for the 
location. The visual impact of the building, on the skyline as viewed from below (where we live) 
needs to be considered in conjunction with the planned bothies. 

3. We have particular concern over the access road.  Previous planning permission which 
permitted the construction of this track was given on the clear understanding that it would only 
be used for emergency access to the planned bothies.  The developer, Mr Cocker, indicated at a 
public meeting this week that he intends to alter the surface of the road, presumably by sealing 
it.  It will clearly generate traffic to and from the proposed building, including additional traffic 
related to the use of the building as a laundry etc for the existing bunkhouse. But it is also 
obvious that an upgraded track would also be used by guests at the bothies when they are 
eventually built.  We are already suffering serious noise pollution from the bunkhouse, with all 
night parties, loud music and antisocial behaviour, resulting in repeated police call-outs. Regular 
motor vehicle traffic up and down the access road to the proposed building will add further 
unacceptable noise and visual disturbance. 

4. We believe that there is no local need for this building.  Mr Cocker has already obtained 
planning permission for a residential home/laundry facility, which he claimed was needed for 
his family, but immediately sold the site to another developer.  How many more buildings will 
he be granted planning permission for on this pretext?  

Please acknowledge receipt of this objection. 

Ann Toon 
Steve Toon 

9 April 2014 
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D R  N E I L  A S T L E Y  • PA M E L A  R O B E R T S O N - P E A R C E
Sheep Cot tage,  Lanehead,  Tarset ,  Northumberland NE48 1NU, UK

9 April 2014

Planning Officer
Northumberland National Park Authority
Eastburn
South Park
Hexham
Northumberland NE46 1BS

Your ref: 12NP0099

Dear Sirs

Construction of detached 1 and 1/2-storey, 4-bedroom house, incorporating laundry
and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on adjacent site on land to
rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Bellingham, Hexham, Northumberland
NE48 1NT

We are writing to object to this development which further adds to the unsympathetic
urbanisation of our rural hamlet started by Rob Cocker’s Long House (see application
10NP0022) and bothy and bunkhouse developments (see application 10NP0041 which
was turned down by the National Park but approved only on appeal to an outside
adjudicator). We do not believe that these developments should be treated as setting any
precedent for further unsympathetic, brazenly modern buildings. A line has to be drawn.

The plans for the proposed house show a building which would be completely out of
keeping with the character of Lanehead and must conflict with many of the National
Park’s design policies. It would dwarf the traditional village hall alongside it. While the
mix of materials to be used in its construction are the approved kind, the ostentatious
design and architecture are more suited to an urban setting. This house not be out of
place among the footballers’ mansions in Darras Hall, but not in the tiny hamlet of
Lanehead, where it would form a double blot on the skyline with the Long House. 

The National Park has previously refused permission for two similar buildings. Although
this house is smaller than those, its effect on the character of the hamlet and the
surrounding landscape is not significantly lessened. 

Yours sincerely

Dr Neil Astley
Pamela Robertson-Pearce
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The Old Chapel 
Lanehead 

Tarset 
Hexham 

Northumberland 
NE48 1NT 

Northumberland National Park Authority 
Eastburn 
South Park 
Hexham 
Northumberland 
NE46 1BS 

Wednesday, 09 April 2014 

Dear Mr Stanworth 

RE: Planning Application 14NP0027 – Construction of detached 1 and 1/2 storey, 4 bedroom house 
incorporating laundry, office and storage facilities for the proposed self-catering business on the 
adjacent site on land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Bellingham, Hexham, 
Northumberland, NE48 1NT 

Although not formally objecting to the proposed development, I do wish to raise some concerns, which I 
would expect to be taken into account when discussing this application.  

The first is that the same ecological survey (carried out on 24th February 2010 for 10NP022, 10NP0023) 
has been used for every subsequent planning application and/or amendment associated with this site 
(10NP0041, 12NP0002, 12NP0013, 12NP0014, 12NP0023, 12NP0099, 13NP0098, 13NP0097, and now 
14NP0027).  My understanding is that applications such as this are required by law to include an 
ecological survey with up-to-date information, and given that the last survey was carried out four years 
ago, I therefore seek assurance from the park that this application complies with current planning law. 

My second concern is centred on the fact that the building footprint is roughly the same (4 metres larger, 
in fact) as that proposed in 12NP0099. This application was refused, amongst other reasons, for the 
excessive engineering needed to site the house.   Consequently, the same engineering will be required to 
site the house in this application. 

Thirdly, I assume that the house will be subject to an S106 agreement. At the public meeting held at 
Tarset Village Hall on 7th April 2014, the developer stated he intends to live in the property.  Given that 
he already owns a freehold house in Lanehead, I request that there should be a condition in the S106 
agreement such that Greystones has to be sold prior to him moving into the new property. 

The application is for an office, laundry and storage facilities for the self-catering business and is clearly 
linked to, and indivisible from, that business. The sustainability report draws on landscape design aspects 
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of the self-catering business and uses them as mitigation to justify this development.   Therefore, I 
believe the two sites should be irrevocably linked, and strict covenants placed on the development such 
that the site cannot be sold separately from the existing business.  

I have concerns with the impact of this development on parking at the bunkhouse. The developer has 
stated in the sustainability report that he that he has provided spaces for 12 cars and 2 disabled bays. The 
Bunkhouse has been open for some time now and I am not of the opinion that 12 cars can be parked 
there and provide appropriate and safe access the proposed development. I ask that the park provides 
evidence from the developer that he can meet his promised parking capacity as I suspect that potentially 
dangerous roadside parking will be necessary should this development go ahead. 

I trust the points I have raised are suitable for inclusion in your discussion of the merits of this 
application. 

Yours sincerely 

Mr Gary Hallberg 
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The Old Chapel 
Lanehead 

Tarset 
Hexham 

Northumberland 
NE48 1NT 

Northumberland National Park Authority 
Eastburn 
South Park 
Hexham 
Northumberland 
NE46 1BS 

Wednesday, 09 April 2014 

Dear Mr Stanworth 

RE: Planning Application 14NP0027  Construction of detached 1 and 1/2 storey, 4 
bedroom house incorporating laundry, office and storage facilities for the proposed 
self-catering business on the adjacent site on land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead, 
Tarset, Bellingham, Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 1NT 

I would like to submit my comments (in addition to those of my husband) for consideration by the 
Planning Committee when making a determination of the above application. 

I acknowledge that the applicant has made significant efforts to mitigate the reasons given for 
refusal of the appeal on the previous application, and that significant efforts have been made to 
render the design more acceptable in terms of the built landscape in which it will potentially sit.  
However, I do have some concerns which are listed below.

Size/Mass/Scale: The sheer size of the house, although reduced in height from its 
previous incarnations, has a footprint which is slightly larger than either of its two 
predecessors, and has a ridge height which will be slightly higher than the surrounding 
buildings  making it the dominant feature of the surrounding landscape. 
Engineering: It will require significant excavation of the hillside in order to bury the 
proposed building far enough to ensure its ridge height is similar to that of the 
surrounding single storey buildings -
the reasons for refusal of the previous application, has therefore not changed. 
Location: The location of the proposed building has changed and it is now sited much 
closer to both the main Greenhaugh road and to the Village Hall.  The effects of this are 
that from the road, it will completely alter the appearance of the whole settlement from a 
dispersed upland settlement to a linear settlement.  If the new proposed building had 
been sited in the position that was originally proposed in both previous applications for a 
house on this plot of land (which was on the far side of the hill and much closer to the 
business it is serving), it would have much less impact, in its new form, on the 
surrounding visual amenity both from the Greenhaugh road and from the opposite 
direction, whilst still being in a position to take advantage of the spectacular views up the 
valley. 

 The Village Hall is a well-used and important community facility and it is my 
understanding that the NNPA has a duty to protect such existing facilities which are 
important within a community.  The Hall holds all kinds of indoor and outdoor events 
(music evenings, bars, parties, meditation retreats, etc.) on a regular basis.  Allowing a 
building to be built so close to it (all the buildings currently surrounding it are at a good 
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distance from the Hall) would seriously impact on both its activities, the enjoyment of its 
users and the privacy of its users since the new building would be within a few metres of 
the Hall and would overlook both the hall and its garden.  One of the other considerations 

ments, 
alterations and additions to the Hall have been sympathetically made (and closely 
monitored by the NNPA) to prevent any detriment to its appearance and character within 
the context of the open upland hillside behind it. 
The hedge behind the Village Hall garden, which was specifically mentioned in the 

-existing, and which was planted last night, will 
indeed mitigate some of the visual intrusion for the users of the Hall and garden when it 
grows.  However it, too, will alter the appearance and setting of the Hall by altering its 
surroundings from traditional open uplands to an enclosed urban landscape surrounded 
by buildings. 
Error on the location plan: O er

construction has yet started on them  although the Bunkhouse has been completed and 
is operational. 
Integral part of the holiday development: Because the new house is specifically stated 
as being the service building for the Bunkhouse and Bothies, it should be treated not as a 
separate entity but as a part of the whole business and there should be covenants on the 
property to prevent it being sold independently of the business. 
Lighting: Given its location within the newly-created Dark Sky Park, I would expect that 
tight controls would be placed on external lighting for the new build so would require 
clarification. 
Access Track: The final point I would like to raise is the question of the access track 
which is to be used as the driveway to the proposed development. There is no change to 

Planning permission for the 
holiday development (10NP0041) was granted under appeal, and the conditions under 
which permission for this highly contentious development was granted clearly state that 
the access route from the car park to the bothies is to be used only for 
‘emergency/delivery access’.  I feel that the change of use of this emergency route on 
access route on the application represents a major change of use for the roadway from 
‘emergency access only’ to ‘permanent road access’ for the house and also, potentially, 
for the bothies

I trust the above points will be included for discussion by the Planning Committee when the meet 
to determine this application. 

Yours sincerely 

Mrs Sarah Hallberg 
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Snow Hall 

Tarset 

Hexham 

Northumberland 

NE48 1PA 

April 12th. 2014 

Dear Sir, 

I am writing to formally object to the planning application 14NP0027.

This application has to be seen in context as it is related to previous applications by the same 
developer, namely 10NP0041 and 10NP0022. This results in unacceptable cumulative development 
of a hitherto green-field site  

There are a number of areas where I feel that this application is not only inappropriate in terms of 
design and site but it also appears to be at variance with a number of key National Park core strategy 
policies as well the National Park Design guide. 

Lanehead has in the past been damaged significantly by a number of inappropriately designed and 
located buildings. This application would further compound that damage which we should be 
seeking to repair rather than using it as a basis for further unsympathetic structures. 

This proposal like the previous application for this site will have a significant negative effect in terms 
of the landscape setting of Lanehead. The National Park in this area is characterised by rolling hills 
and distant vistas. Any proposal which impacts negatively on these special qualities and adversely 
affects the quality and character of the landscape will ‘not be permitted’ according to 
Northumberland National Parks own policy 20. This proposal, as a result of its position on the 
highest knoll in the settlement, and despite the ugly and contrived engineering solution to reduce its 
height, will dominate the landscape, and has not materially changed from the proposal that was 
dismissed by a previous inspector. The footprint is actually larger than the previous proposal. Cutting 
a large trench to accommodate the building not only significantly interferes with the existing 
topography but presents an unsightly scar when viewed from the Greenhaugh road. From the west 
the view is of a prominent glass gable significantly reflecting the late afternoon and evening sun. The 
use of metal for parts of the roof and chimneys is again inappropriate in this setting  

The Guidelines for Development in the Local Development framework and supplement continue to 
be ignored or misunderstood in this re-application.  

The proposal is contrary to most of these guidelines especially:- 

‘ Man-made vertical structures which detract from the valley landform, create visual clutter 
or adversely affect the unfettered skylines which form the distinctive setting to these 
valleys should be avoided…….’ 
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‘ New built development should avoid creeping up the valley sides’  

‘ It should be constructed of appropriate materials - particularly roofs’  

‘The approach routes, key views and gateways to settlements should be protected from 
inappropriate development’ 

‘Recreational development on the edges of settlements should not extend urbanising 
influences’ 

The development will also be contrary to many of the Northumberland National Park Development 
Framework policies. 

The design continues to be both inappropriate and intrusive and far from enhancing the natural 
beauty clearly detracts from it. It does not conserve the special qualities of the NP.   The proposed 
site is behind the present linear streetscape and is anomalous in this typical crossroads settlement. 
This proposed atypical building would result in a discordant, incongruous and extremely unwelcome 
addition to this so far tranquil corner of the National Park. 

Apart from these Policy 3 infringements, Policy 19 on Tranquillity will clearly be compromised if this 
application was to be approved especially when viewed as part of the cumulative development that 
it is and the proposed nature of that development.

The proposal has to be seen as cumulative development in its relation to the previous two 
applications made by the applicant. This creeping development of open land will impact enormously 
and detrimentally on Lanehead. It was stated in application 10NP0022 that that house was needed 
by the applicant’s family. On approval the land was then sold. This application again suggests that 
the proposed house is for his family and business. This is even more concerning than the 
unsympathetic design and location. Previous proposals have indicated that the existing buildings at 
Greystones would be used to support the holiday village (10NP0041). This hitherto tranquil spot in 
the National Park is under serious threat of further defilement. 

 Another concern is the reference in the application to the use of the ‘existing roadway’ for access. 
There is no existing roadway other than the specifically designated route for emergency vehicles to 
reach the proposed ‘bothies’ for which the applicant was given planning permission on appeal. The 
Inspector at that time was clear about the type of surface and the need to reduce the visual impact 
of a new route crossing the hillside. It was not to be used as a permanent road. The applicant now 
proposes this as the access to the new house with a permanent surface as well as serving the 
proposed ‘bothies’- previously refused to prevent the parking of cars on the hillside beside the 
‘bothies’. Visual impact – a key factor in this landscape - appears to be of little concern. 

The extreme proximity to the Village Hall and its outside community areas - the key focal point for 
the entire Parish for a wide range of activities – is of great concern. Such proximity will undoubtedly 
result in noise nuisance complaints which could result in constraining the use of the hall and its 
external areas. To allow permission for a building which could be to the detriment of this long-
standing and important community asset would be contrary to the NPPF and Policy 1 of the NNP 
Core Strategy on the importance to of local communities and services to them. 

This development, if allowed to proceed, will have an extremely negative effect on part of the 
National Park already seriously degraded by the partially built holiday village. It will not bring any 
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benefit to the local community. Indeed the detrimental impact on the landscape both physically, and 
in terms of the noise and light pollution, may well deter visitors.  Such disregard for the important 
qualities of the Northumberland National Park, the Parish community and immediate residents 
really has to mean that this application is rejected. As far as I am aware it has no support in the local 
area.

Preston Hoggan 
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From:   Diana 
Sent:   13 April 2014 12:59
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        Planning application - 14NP0027

Dear Sir,

I fully support the above planning application.

Yours Faithfully,

Diana Briggs

Sent from my iPad
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From:                              tracey varty 
Sent:                               14 April 2014 16:52
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Planning Application 14NP0027

For the attention of Chris Stanworth

Detached 1 and 1/2 storey, 4 bedroom house incorporating laundry, office and storage
facilities for the self-catering business on the adjacent site on land to the rear of
Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 1NT

Thank you for your email of 21 March 2014 advising of the above planning application.  We would like to
inform you of our objection to this development.

The reasons we object to this application are as follows:

The development is unnecessary in the area.   We understand the applicant intends to live in this new
property, to meet with family needs and to enable them to run their business.  We fail to see a new local
need for this development as the applicant currently resides in a property which sits above their business
development.

The applicant had previously applied and gained planning permission to build a Longhouse in this area,
and that application was for a family requirement for accommodation.  As soon as this permission was
granted, the plot was then sold on to a third party - what happened to the family need? This building would
have been sufficient in size to incorporate family/business requirement that is now being applied for.

We query as to whether incorporating laundry/office/storage areas for the business in this property is merely
to add weight to the application and have concerns that if planning permission is granted for this
development, history will repeat itself, and the land, with planning permission will be sold on.  If these areas
are required for the business, can they not be incorporated into existing outbuildings the applicant owns?
  When the original plans were submitted for the business, why did they not include space for the
office/storage/laundry?

The proposed development, although lower in height from the applicants original plans, will still have a
negative impact on the area, especially to immediately neighbouring properties. The footprint of the
development has also increased significantly.

With regards to access, the route which the applicant states will be used,  was granted permission as access
for emergency vehicles only, and feel this is not a suitable access route for vehicles other than in times of
emergency.

We note the applicant in this case is Riverdale Properties (Kielder) Ltd and would like to query as it is a
Limited Company applying for planning permission and  that the property will be semi-commercial, should
this not be a commercial application rather than a private one.

Lighting in the area also concerns us.  At present, the current business has the area lit up 24 hours per day,
even when there are no occupants.  Would lighting for the new development, where patrons may need to
access, also be lit up 24 hours per day?  We have recently achieved, and should be proud of our Dark Sky
Status, and feel any additional lighting in the area may compromise this.
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Finally, an objection we have and feel it should be noted, is to the verbal threats from the applicant that if we
object to these plans and he fails to have permission granted, he will open the area as a caravan park/camp
site.  Apart from the fact we should not be be bullied into accepting this development, it makes us query if the
development is actually going to be used for what the applicant currently states - if they open up a caravan
park/campsite, where will the family live and where will the office/laundry/storage facilities be - making
it obvious there must not be a requirement for additional family/business space.

If the applicant feels the need to acquire a larger property for the family, there are currently plenty of
properties for sale within the area to consider, without the addition of another.

We put our trust in the powers that be to take into account the objections and concerns of the local
community in abjecting to this new application, for an unnecessary building within the National Park, and
spoiling the character and landscape of the area in which it is proposed.

Yours faithfully
A, T & Z Varty

Tarset View
Lanehead
Tarset
Hexham
Northumberland
NE48 1NT
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From:                              Darrell Jackson 
Sent:                               15 April 2014 03:44
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Planning application: 14NP0027

Detached 1 and 1/2 storey, 4 bedroom house incorporating laundry, office and storage facilities for the self-
catering business on the adjacent site on land to the rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham,
Northumberland, NE48 1NT

Dear Sirs,
We have considered the above planning application and read the relevant planning documentation from the NP and
National Government and wish to register the following objections:

The new application is for the applicant’s growing family and we are concerned that this application represents a
“creeping development” of housing with no requirement for the affordable housing element to be imposed if these
applications had been submitted together. The proposal is not an “infill” development; it is sited in a field behind the
village hall, and represents another element of a scattered development over the applicants land. No other houses in the
area sit "in the middle of a field". The applicant has already had a planning submission approved for his family house
(The Long House), which he then sold the land for and never developed himself. This does imply that he really doesn't
require the house and may well repeat the process again, selling the land on to a third party despite the 106
requirement.

We feel that the National Park has a duty to ensure that this gradual piecemeal development of housing is
monitored to prevent any further applications “for local need” for family and then the site being sold on.

When approval was finally given for the camping barns and bunk house it was made clear that the track up to the barns
was for emergency use only and would not be used by visitors cars which would remain in the car park below. To
allow this track to be now used for access to the house surely contravenes the inspectors comments and will result in a
much greater volume of traffic across the hillside. The inspector also commented favourably that the track "followed
the lie of the land" and so would not be an obvious feature. The current modified plans now show it being deeply cut
into the hillside and hence much more of an unnatural feature.

Although the design has reduced to 11/2 stories (surely there are two?) the building still has the same problems in that
it will be on the summit of a hill and obvious from all directions, require removal of large amounts of earth, and will
not fit the surrounding countryside in terms of size, scale and location; it has large glazed areas and will thus produce
an unacceptable degree of light pollution in a Dark Skies park. In short, it does not fit in with "the rhythm and form of
existing buildings". If such a building really is required by the applicant and he chooses to live in it then there are other
areas on his land where it would be more sheltered and seen against a backdrop of rising land as other properties in the
area are, and not damage the beautiful open vistas we are so proud of and the National Park is expected to protect.

Having served on the Village Hall committee and being a regular user of the Village Hall the siting of the house will
most certainly detract from the pleasant experience of sitting out in the Community garden and I would be concerned
that a domestic building so close to the hall may well cause noise problems on occasions and would not want any form
of restrictions to be placed on the hall due to complaints from the occupiers of Tor House in the future, should the
application be approved.

In short the application is for a house that is too large, in an inappropriate location, totally unsustainable in its
construction requirements to reduce its impact on the surrounding area and the wrong design for a property in the
National Park and Europe's largest Dark Skies Park.

We hope you will take these genuine concerns into consideration when debating the merits of the application and
reiterate our most strong objection to this ongoing ruination of Lanehead, and would be pleased to clarify any
comments if needed.

Please acknowledge receipt of this objection.
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Darrell Jackson and Sarah Barnes

Snowhall Cottage

Tarset
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Planning Application NE140027: Land to rear of Greystones 

The above illustration, taken from the main approach road to Lanehead, looks down over the hall 
roof to the proposed site on a ridge behind it to the right, and shows the open nature of the 
settlement. 

Tarset Village Hall committee is writing to object to this further development of the green field site 
immediately behind it.  

Tarset Village Hall is objecting for the following reasons. 

1.Landscape setting 

The Inspector who refused the planning appeal for the first version of this house made it quite clear 
that the site was unsuitable. He also made it clear that it was not just the height of the house that 
rendered the house unacceptable on this site. It is therefore bewildering that we are being asked to 
consider a second application for virtually the same site, and for a house with a larger footprint than 
the first. In the large overall site at the applicant’s disposal, with its dispersed buildings for the 
tourism business, it is unfortunate that no community consultation was undertaken about possible 
viable alternative sites before this new plan was submitted. 
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This application remains in contravention of NNPA Policies 3 and 20 in that its prominent 
siting on the topography would have, in the Inspector’s words,  a significant negative effect 
on the landscape setting of Lanehead. 
It remains artificially engineered in order to fit a larger house to the site, a contrivance that 
would further detract from the setting of the building, as not fitting to the natural lie of the 
land.
The track for access which was originally approved at the same time as the bothies as 
following the lie of the land and likened to any farm track, has now been given an engineered 
context by being sunk into the landscape. It is doubtful whether its upgraded use from access 
and emergency for the bothies to servicing a full-time dwelling is in any case acceptable in 
this landscape setting. 

2. Proximity to an important community building 

In May 2012 world-renowned Northumbrian piper Kathryn Tickell used Tarset Village Hall as setting 
for the photo shoot for her new album ( illustrated). One of the key reasons for her choice was its 
original character and unspoilt setting. This image on the cover of the album illustrates how close the 
proposed new build would be to the back of the hall; the trees form the boundary with the existing 
neighbouring building. 

Tarset Village Hall with its garden is an important community facility and extremely well used for 
many kinds of events. The hall has licences for all kinds of entertainment including music, and for 
late night bars as required. It is a popular venue for hirers (who effectively sustain it), is a vital part of 
community life in Tarset and much appreciated by all its users. 

Tarset Village Hall committee is deeply concerned about the proximity of this proposed house to the 
hall. Now that the footprint of the house is larger and extending nearer the hall than before, and 
with the slight shift to the east of the site itself, it is unacceptably close to the hall. We consider that 
it would threaten the freedom of the hall to play its role as a valued facility. This would be against 
the Park’s own policies. 
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NNPA Policy 1d, seeks to promote the social well-being of communities
NNPA Policy 8b, Community Facilities, commits the Park to safeguard existing facilities which 
are demonstrably important within a community.

NNPA cannot give this necessary safeguarding commitment to this community if it permits this 
sizeable domestic dwelling to be built within a few metres of its only community building, and far 
closer than any of the existing buildings. 

TVH committee is also concerned about the amount of soil engineering required by the new build 
with its sunken areas so close to the hall, and the possible impact on drainage and other issues. 
There is already considerable run-off from the site that accumulates near the north end of the hall. 

David McCracken, chair, and the TVH committee 
Tarset Village Hall, Lanehead, Tarset  NE48 1NT 

14.04.14 
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 REX AND PATRICIA COOPER 
Newhouses  Tarset  Hexham NE48 1PA 

Head of Planning 
NNPA
Souuth Park 
Hexham NE46 1BS                                                                       16th April 2014 

Dear Mr Stanworth 

PLANNING APPLICATION  14NP027 – DEATCHED HOUSE AT LANEHEAD 

We write to object to this proposal which we do not believe satisfies any of the 
three strands of Policy 3 – General Development Principles. Clearly efforts have 
been made to reduce the height of the proposed building but the reasons for 
dismissing the earlier appeal at this site remain unchanged. The site is the 
highest point in Lanehead and is therefore not suitable for a new building 
which must inevitably change the landscape, and would be contrary to Policy 
20. The proposal to heavily engineer the site cannot be the right way to treat 
the landscape, and as the proposed house would still be higher than the 
adjacent buildings that can only emphasise how unsuitable the site is for 
development. 

A further matter of concern is the proposal to access the new house by using a 
cross fell track which was allowed under APP/T9501/A/10/2141524 to service 
the Bothies (Appeal Decision).  This single track was seen by the Inspector as 
similar to other farm tracks in the area, following the lie of the land and with 
use restricted to deliveries and emergency access only. To develop the track 
into a hard surfaced road in regular daily use will be highly intrusive and cause 
further adverse effects upon the landscape. 
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Lastly the Tarset Village Hall is a very well used and demonstrably important 
facility within the community, and should enjoy protection by the Authority 
under Policy 8. To place such a large building so close to the hall and garden 
must run the risk of spoiling the community’s enjoyment of this facility, while 
its licensed activities (including musical performance) could lead to future 
conflict and possible curtailment. 

We hope the Authority will refuse this application. 

Yours faithfully 
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From:   Diana 
Sent:   17 April 2014 15:27
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        14NP0027

Dear Sir,

Further to my email dated 13th April 2014, having read the objections, I wish 
to add the following;

The longhouse was never intended for Claire and Rob. I decided to sell after 
the terrible winter we had as I felt it would be too isolated if they ever 
chose to move.  I want to put this on record as I feel they are being unfairly 
judged through no fault of their own, it was entirely my own decision.

I fully support this application as their growing family means that Greystones 
is no longer large enough as it only has 1 bathroom and 3 bedrooms.  They need 
a property that suits their needs now in order for them to live comfortably 
long term and facilitate their business.

Yours faithfully,

Diana Briggs.

Sent from my iPad
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Ref: 14NP0027 Tarset & Greystead Parish Council

The Parish Council wish to object to this proposal on the grounds that the siting,  appearance and 
ground works are inappropriate for the site. 

The landscape in the Parishes of Tarset and Greystead is characterised by long open views with 
buildings resting  comfortably in their surroundings,  below the sky line. This applies not only to the 
buildings in the two main settlements of Greenhaugh and Lanehead but also to the more diverse 
buildings elsewhere in the parish. 

We do not see how the proposed building can be said to conserve or enhance the special qualities of 
the National Park or those of our Parish. It does not fit well with the National Park Design Guide. 

In spite of being part buried in a substantial trench, this building still stands on the top of a hill and 
will not only be the highest building in the area, it will impact on the sky line from most aspects 

The trench itself will look entirely out of character with regard to the natural roundness of the 
surrounding hills. 

We have been surprised and disappointed by the planning decisions for the other new house, the 
bunk house and the approved but yet to be built bothies. The design, scale and fencing of the 
previously approved house is not in sympathy with the character of Lanehead,  nor elsewhere in the 
parish. So we would ask you to consider carefully before granting permission for this inappropriate 
building which will compound the problem. 

We are concerned that the newly constructed roadway to the proposed building was originally 
authorised for emergency vehicles only. It is already a scar on the hill side and along with the 
associated parking area it will become even more prominent.  

The Village Hall is a cherished and well used facility by our community. It was built in about 1935 of 
timber with a painted corrugated iron roof. It presently sits well in the landscape but the proposed 
building will severely detract from this. It is sited very close indeed to the Hall and we are concerned 
that future occupants of the proposed property may seek to limit the hall’s activities both within the 
Hall and in its garden, on the grounds of noise or other perceived nuisance. 

The large amount of glass, especially at the gable ends, together with the unspecified nature of the 
external lighting are not conducive to the maintenance of the dark skies status. 

The applicant seeks to justify the need for the new building as being necessary for the bunk house 
and bothy business. We would suggest that such a building could and should be sited elsewhere and 
in a less prominent position on the site so sit better in the landscape. We would also respectfully 
suggest that any 106 agreement should include a provision to the effect that any building on the site 
justified by being necessary for the business should include a provision that the house may not be 
sold without the sale of the holiday business at the same time to the same person, and vica versa. 

We request that a site meeting be held so that the councillors and planners can familiarise 
themselves with the unique problems associated with this application 
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From:                              Penny Roper 
Sent:                               18 April 2014 12:21
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          14NP0027

Dear Sir,

I fully support this application; I have known the applicants for many years and am aware of their need for a bigger
house, to cater for the need of their growing family.

Yours faithfully,

IP Roper (Mrs)
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ref. Planning application 14NP0027, land to rear of Greystones,Lanehead 

I write to object to this application for two main reasons - the impact it would have on 
the landscape setting of Lanehead, and its proximity to Tarset Village Hall.
 

1.Landscape setting  NNPA CS Policies 3 and 20 
 
1.1The original essential character of Lanehead is of a well-dispersed, open cluster 
of dwellings, set respectfully below hill-crests and fitting into the topography of a 
beautiful sweeping landscape with far-reaching views. For the most part apart 
from two recent and inappropriate developments, it still manages to combine 
dwellings into the landscape in a way that maintains a sense of rural spaciousness, 
with individual boundaries contributing to that look in that they are 
predominantly natural or for stock-proofing. This has the desired effect of 
allowing the landscape always to be the dominant feature, avoid urbanisation and 
remain in accord with the NNPA Core Strategy polices to conserve and enhance 
the special qualities of the National Park. 
 
1.2 The Inspector who refused the appeal on the first version of this house said 
the proposal, by virtue of its height and siting, would detract  from the character 
and appearance of Lanehead. 
He concluded: 
I have found against the proposal with respect to the first 2 main issues. The harm I 
have identified relates to the purpose of designating a National Park, to which the 
Framework requires great weight to be given. I consider that harm of this 
significance would not be outweighed by the lack of harm with respect to living 
conditions or the access arrangements. In addition, although the occupancy of the 
house would be tied by legal agreement to the tourist development, it would not 
provide accommodation that would be essential for that scheme to go ahead.  
 
1.3  This proposal to use a nearly identical site, albeit with a building of lower 
height, remains unacceptable for the second main issue the Inspector identified.  
 
1.4 Further, the new plans show a larger house which is still over-engineered.  It 
requires a huge amount of excavation and soil removal , from a prominent point 
of the topography,  which in the Inspector’s terms is a ‘contrivance’  to try to 
lessen the impact that the house would have on the landscape . This was not 
acceptable at the last appeal, and it is not acceptable now. 

 
2. Proximity to an important community facility, NNPA CS Policies 1 and 8b 
 

1.1 This new proposal moves the new build even closer to Tarset Village Hall 
which is a valued and important community facility, offering both internal and 
external spaces for hire. There are no other communal facilities of this kind in 
the large parish area of Tarset and Greystead.  

1.2 As the person who manages all the hall’s bookings and liaises with its hirers, I 
am extremely concerned that this proximity will impact negatively on the 
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freedom of user activities at the hall. I can also attest to the range of types of 
bookings, including late bars and music gigs, their frequency and the 
popularity of the hall as a venue also for users from outside the parish. All 
hirers effectively ensure that the hall can be largely self-sustaining and enable 
the committee to keep it well-maintained. Any drop in the hall’s popularity as a 
venue (for example, were any resident of the proposed house to make 
complaint about its activities) would inevitably be a serious threat to the 
viability of this community asset. 

 
Jan Ashdown 

Diamond Cottage 
Tarset 
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