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DMC 2013-029  PLANNING APPEAL UPDATE 
 
Application No:  12NP0099 
Appeal Ref:  APP/T9501/A/13/2194763 
 
Proposed Development:  Construction of detached 3-storey 4-bedroom house 

incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-
catering business on the adjacent site on land to rear of 
Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham, Northumberland, 
NE48 1NT 

 
Applicant Name:  Mr R Cocker 
 

1.0 Purpose of Report 
 
1.1 This purpose of this report is to advise the Development Management Committee that an 

appeal has been lodged in relation to the above proposed development. 
 
2.0 Proposal and Site 
 
2.1 In October 2012 a planning application was received for the construction of detached 3-

storey 4-bedroom house on land to rear of Greystones in Lanehead.  The proposed house 
would also incorporate laundry and storage facilities for the self-catering business which is 
being developed on the adjacent site. 

 
2.2 The proposed development site sits within the settlement of Lanehead.  It lies to the rear of 

Tarset Village Hall and between two existing residential properties, ‘Sundown’ and ‘Hunters 
Lodge’.  Lanehead is a small, loosely defined settlement which does not have a distinctive 
design character or a coherent development pattern.  It is remotely located in the upper 
North Tyne valley, in the Parish of Tarset and Greystead, set within a rolling upland 
landscape. 

 
2.4 The proposed house would be accessed via a track running through the adjacent tourist 

development. 
 
3.0 The Appeal 
 
3.1 Although application 12NP0099 has been considered by the Development Management 

Committee, this is an appeal against non-determination, rather than refusal. 
 
3.2 At its 23 January 2013 meeting, the Development Control Committee considered a report 

on planning application 12NP0099, which sought permission for a 3-storey 4-bedroom 
house incorporating laundry facilities for a self-catering business on the adjacent site.  The 
Committee resolved that planning permission should be refused, for the reasons set out in 
the officer’s report.  The vote in favour of refusal was unanimous. 
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3.3 Normal practice would be for the decision to be issued as soon as reasonably practical 

after the meeting.  In this instance attention of the Head of Planning and Communities had 
been drawn to a discrepancy between two of the plans submitted with the application.  This 
resulted in the application being technically invalid.  This issue was raised with the 
applicant, who was advised that in order for the decision to be issued a revised red-line 
plan would need to be provided.  The applicant instead chose to appeal against non-
determination. Determination of the application now rests with the Planning Inspectorate. 

 
3.4 Rights of appeal against non-determination in circumstances where an application is not 

valid are generally very limited.  The Head of Planning and Communities had informed the 
Planning Inspectorate of the reason why the application was not issued.  At the time of 
writing this report the Head of Planning and Communities is awaiting confirmation from the 
Planning Inspectorate on whether or not the appeal will definitely be considered.  In the 
meantime relevant parties have been notified of the appeal in the normal fashion. 

 
4.0 Next Steps 
 
4.1 If it does proceed, the appeal is expected to be dealt with by written representations. 
 
4.2 Basic information and documentation, including copies of all representations received on 

the planning application, has already been sent to the Planning Inspectorate.  Statutory 
consultees, the applicant and the third parties who made representations have all been 
notified of the appeal. 

 
4.3 All further information which the Authority wishes to submit must be sent to the Planning 

Inspectorate by the 16 May, i.e. the day after this Committee.  The Head of Planning and 
Communities is preparing a detailed written statement of case reflecting the issues outlined 
in the report presented to the Development Management Committee on 23rd January, and 
that Committee’s decision.  The Head of Planning and Communities will also provide the 
Planning Inspectorate with a set of planning conditions that the Authority would want to see 
used to manage the impacts of the development, should planning permission be granted. 

 
4.4 The Planning Inspector will visit the appeal site before making a determination.  Such site 

visists are normally unaccompanied. 
 
4.5 The Head of Planning and Communities will inform the Development Management 

Committee of the outcome of this appeal in due course. 
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5.0 Implications 
 
5.1 As with an appeal against a refusal of planning permission, the Planning Inspector will 

reach an independent view on whether or not planning permission ought to be granted.  In 
terms of making a determination, the same statutory rules apply to the Inspectorate as to 
the Local Planning Authority: the determination must be made in accordance with the 
development plan for the area, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
5.2 The costs of preparing the material for the appeal can be contained within existing budgets.  

If the Authority is deemed to have acted unreasonably then additional costs may be 
awarded against the Authority.  The applicant has not to date sought an award of costs.  
Members will be informed if this changes. 

5.3 The Head of Planning and Communities will base the written statement of case on the 
resolution made by the Development Management Committee on 20 February 2013.  The 
reasons for refusal of planning permission agreed by the Committee at that time are 
considered to be reasonable. 

 
 

6.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 
6.1 That members note the contents of this report. 
 
 
 
 

Contact Officer: 

For further information contact Tammy Adams, Head of Planning and Communities, on 01434 
611577 or e-mail:  planning@nnpa.org.uk 

Background Papers: 

Annex 1 : Development Management Committee Report on Planning Application 12NP0099 ( 
annexes omitted ) 

Annex 2 : Minutes of the Develoment Management Committee meeting of 23rd January 2013 ( 
extract of relevant proceedings ) 

 

mailto:planning@nnpa.org.uk�
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DMC 2013-003 APPLICATION FOR PLANNING PERMISSION

Application No: 12NP0099

Proposed Development: Construction of detached 3-storey 4-bedroom house 
incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed 
self-catering business on the adjacent site on land to 
rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham, 
Northumberland, NE48 1NT

Applicant Name: Mr R Cocker

1. Proposal and Site

1.1 Planning permission is sought for the construction of one detached four-bedroom, 
three storey dwelling house on land to the rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, to 
incorporate laundry and storage facilities for the approved self catering business 
holiday accommodation on the adjacent site (10NP0041).  The application is for a
revised version of planning application 12NP0002 which was refused for the following 
reasons:

1. The proposed development, by virtue of its scale and mass, did not sit with the 
natural topography of the site and would have resulted in a highly engineered 
development, alien to the local character and distinctiveness of the settlement of 
Lanehead contrary to Policy 3, criteria ‘b’ of the Northumberland National Park 
Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy and Development 
Policies Document and the adopted Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document.

2. The proposed open balcony to the second floor of the north elevation of the 
development would have adversely affected the amenity of the occupants of the 
neighbouring property ‘Hunters Lodge’ contrary to Policy 3, criteria ‘c’ of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document.

3. The proposed dwelling when considered together with the existing buildings and 
the approved tourism development would have had a negative cumulative impact 
within the settlement of Lanehead contrary to Policy 3 and Policy 20 of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document.

1.2 The dwelling now proposed would measure approximately 8.5 metres in width, 18.0 
metres in length, 8.0 metres to the eaves and 10.5 metres to the ridge.  The
proposed dwelling would be dug into the landscape.  The plans indicate the proposed 
dwelling would stand 2.5 metres higher than “Hunters Lodge” and 4.0 metres higher 
than the village hall.
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1.3 The proposed materials comprise: walls of stone and cedar, roof of slate, and 
windows and doors of timber.  The east elevation would incorporate 2 garage doors 
with a large opening at first floor level serving a balcony leading to dining area.  The 
west elevation would have openings of various sizes serving the living room.  The 
south elevation would have one slit opening serving the lounge at first floor level and 
include an entrance onto a bridge at second floor level.  The north elevation would 
have a large door opening at first floor level. An open balcony is proposed on all 
elevations at second floor level, the plans indicate cedar panels are proposed along 
the northern elevation with “Hunters Lodge” however the open balcony will remain on 
this elevation.

1.4 The proposed accommodation includes: at the ground floor/ below ground level a 
double garage, 3 bedrooms (one en-suite), store and laundry.  The first floor would 
have a living room, kitchen/dining room, bathroom and office. The second floor would 
consist of an en-suite bedroom and entertaining space. 

1.5 The proposed site is within the settlement of Lanehead between two existing 
dwellings (Sundown and Hunters Lodge) and would be accessed via a track 
approved under planning application 10NP0041 for a tourism development. The 
aforementioned approval does indicate on the approved drawings the use of the 
track for emergency vehicles and deliveries only.

2. Planning Policy

National Policies

2.1 National Planning Policy Framework

The NPPF does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the 
starting point for decision making.  The NPPF is however a material planning 
consideration and the proposed development has been assessed against the policies 
within it.  It was considered the three relevant sections within the NPPF in the 
consideration of this application are:

Section 6 - which seeks to allow for the delivery of a wide choice of high quality homes 
– specific references are made to rural areas, to local planning authorities being 
responsive to local circumstances, to housing development reflecting local needs.  It 
highlights that housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality 
of rural communities.  This is in line with the approach within the Authority’s adopted 
Core Strategy.
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Section 7 – which requires good design and states that planning authorities should 
consider using design guides – but that such guides and policies should avoid 
unnecessary prescription or detail and should focus on guiding the overall scale, 
density, massing, height, landscape, layout, materials and access of new 
development.  It also states that decisions should not attempt to impose architectural 
styles or particular tastes and should not stifle innovation through requirements to 
conform to certain development forms or styles. It is though appropriate to seek to 
promote or reinforce local distinctiveness.  This is also considered to be in accordance 
with the approach within the adopted Core Strategy.

Section 11 – which seeks to conserve and enhance the natural environment and
states that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 
National Parks. Again, this is considered to be in accordance with the Authority’s Core 
Strategy policies.

Local Policies

2.2 Northumberland National Park Local Development Framework Core Strategy and 
Development Policies Development Plan Document;
Policy 1 Delivering Sustainable Development
Policy 3 General Development Principles
Policy 5 General Location of New Development
Policy 6 The Sequential Approach
Policy 9 Managing Housing Supply
Policy 10 New Housing Development
Policy 17 Biodiversity and Geodiversity
Policy 20 Landscape Quality and Character
Policy 22 Trees, Woodlands and Forests
Policy 25 Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency

2.3 Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document

2.4 Landscape Supplementary Planning Document 

3. Planning History

3.1 10NP0041 - Construction of one multipurpose holiday/education units and creation of 
new highway access – approved

3.2 12NP0002 - Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house, incorporating 
laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on adjacent site –
refused April 2012.
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4. Consultations/Representations

4.2 Northumberland National Park Authority (NNPA) Historic Environment Officer: No 
archaeological constraint;

4.3 NNPA Landscape Officer: No comments received;

4.4 NNPA Ecologist:  The Ecologist noted that this is a reapplication with amendments in 
the design from 12NP0002.  The Ecologist does not feel that the amendments alter 
opinion from the previous application. The Ecologist therefore has no ecological 
objections to this application.

4.5 NCC Building Control: No comments received;

4.6 NCC Development Management: No comments received;

4.7 NCC Highways: No comments received;

4.8 Parish Council: The comments of the Parish Council are summarised as:

Contrary to Policy 1 –The scale, size and mass does not enhance the special 
qualities of the National Park, site easily or appropriately within the settlement, 
or add to the local character.
Contrary to Policy 3 – The development is not sympathetic to the surrounding 
buildings and its location cannot be described as infill.
Contrary to Policy 8 – The development will impact on the living conditions of 
“Hunter’s Lodge”. The applicant intends to use an access only approved for 
emergency vehicles.
Contrary to Policy 19 – The proposal will not enhance the tranquility of the 
National Park.
Contrary to Policy 28 – Is the committee happy to receive further retrospective 
applications which relate to the previously approved tourism development.
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4.8 Other Consultees:  As a result of neighbour notifications and site notices a total of 33 
responses were received, 22 objecting and 14 supporting. 

The objections are summarised as follows;

The scale and height of the development is inappropriate for the area;
Negative impact on the residential quality of the area;
The development does not state a local need or affordable need;
Negative impact on tranquility;
Impact on living conditions of “Hunter’s Lodge”
Cumulative impact of the development;
The drainage system will not be able to cope with the extra capacity;
Inappropriate design;
Impact on the Landscape;
Impact on the value of surrounding property;
Possibility of flooding from run off;
Light pollution;
Inappropriate materials;
The proposal is not infill;
Creates urbanization of the area;
Extensive engineering operations will be required;
Concerns regarding the operation of a bar from the property;
The access has been approved for emergency/vehicle deliveries only.

The letters of support are summarised as follows;

Love the house;
Amazing design;
Tarset Tor offers facilities for bikers and hikers;
The site can accommodate an additional dwelling;
Will “free up” another house for a family;
Positive contribution to the local community;
Attracts young people in to live and work;
Benefit the local economy;
A sustainable development.

The Parish Council response and other representations may be viewed in full, by clicking on 
the “Attachments” tab at :

http://nnpa.planning-register.co.uk/plaPlanningAppDisplay.aspx?AppNo=12NP0099



Development Management Committee
23rd January 2013

DMC2013-003 12NP0099 – Rear of Greystones, Lanehead
Page 6 of 13

5. Assessment

5.1 The issues are;

Principle of development;
Cumulative Impact;
Design and Layout;
Scale;
Impact on the Landscape;
Impact on residential amenity;
Renewable energy;
Highways;
Landscaping;

Principle of Development

5.2 Policy 9 of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development 
Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document seeks to direct 
housing to the most sustainable settlements.  Policy 5 identifies Lanehead as a Local 
Centre which should be a focus for new local needs development.  It is considered 
that the application site is clearly within the settlement, being located between 
existing dwellings. It has an active frontage on the roadside which follows the general 
development pattern of the settlement.  It is therefore considered that the location is 
acceptable in principle in accordance with Policies 5 and 9 of the Northumberland 
National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy and 
Development Policies Document.

5.3 A sequential approach to sites is set out within Policy 6 of the Northumberland 
National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy and 
Development Policies Document.  As the proposed site is located within a settlement, 
it would be ranked second out of a possible four.  The hierarchy of sites states that 
previously developed land within settlements should be a priority.  There is no 
previously developed land available within the settlement of Lanehead and thus the 
proposed site is acceptable in principle in accordance with Policy 6 of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document.

5.4 Policy 10 of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development 
Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document requires all new 
residential development to be restricted to people meeting local need criteria as set 
out in the definition of local need.  The applicant has advised that the proposed 
dwelling would be occupied by himself and his family.  Subject to a section 106 
agreement securing the occupation of the dwelling by a person meeting the local 
need criteria, the proposed dwelling would be in accordance with Policy 10 of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document. An application for a local need 
dwelling would not be approved until the Section 106 Agreement has been signed.
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Cumulative Impact

5.5 The previous application for a single dwelling on the site was refused by Members at 
the April Development Management Committee for its cumulative impact. It was 
considered the proposed dwelling, when considered together with the existing 
buildings and the approved tourism development (10NP0041), would have a negative 
cumulative impact within the settlement of Lanehead contrary to Policy 3 and Policy 
20 of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework 
Core Strategy and Development Policies Document. The nature, scale and mass of 
the development now proposed remain unchanged from the previous scheme. The 
revised proposal is therefore not considered to have overcome this reason for 
refusal.

Design and Layout

5.6 The proposed development would offer a modern design which largely utilises
naturally renewable materials.  The design of the proposed dwelling would not follow 
the character of the settlement however it is considered that its contemporary design 
would not adversely impact on the character of the settlement and that a refusal of 
the application on this basis would be unwarranted. It is therefore considered that 
the proposed development would not conflict with criteria ‘b’ of Policy 3 of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document in relation to design and materials.  
The use of sustainable materials such as naturally renewable timber and the 
buildings orientation to maximise solar gain would ensure that the proposed 
development helps to deliver sustainable development in accordance with Policy 1 of 
the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document and the Design Guide SPD.

Scale

5.7 The settlement of Lanehead does not follow a regular pattern in terms of scale, 
containing a variety of single and two story buildings.  The proposed site is 
immediately neighboured to the north by “Hunters Lodge” a single storey property.  
To the south eastern boundary is Lanehead Village Hall, again a single storey 
building.  The application site rises steeply from the edges of the boundary to the 
centre.  The development would be positioned to the north eastern edge of the site,
cutting into the landscape. 
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5.8 The development proposes, as with the earlier application, to be ‘dug’ into the land. 
The applicant has removed the previously-proposed gabion walls and intends instead
to “batter” the land to provide a retaining wall. The proposed development still tries 
to achieve a balance between the constraints of the site and the scale of the 
proposed building.  However, in assessing the application it is considered the 
development, even with the absence of the gabion walls would not sit naturally in the 
landscape. The adopted Design Guide encourages developments which sit 
comfortably within an application site, it is considered the development does not sit 
comfortably with the existing topography of the land and would result in a highly 
engineered development, alien to the settlement of Lanehead.  It is therefore 
considered that the development does not overcome refusal reason one of planning 
application 12NP0002 and would not accord with criteria ‘b’ of Policy 3 of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document in relation to scale and the adopted 
Design Guide.

Impact on Landscape

5.9 The proposed development would be located within the settlement of Lanehead and 
follows the development pattern along the roadside.  Although set back from the 
highway the development would have an active elevation which would be visible and 
fit with the pattern of the neighbouring properties.  The proposed development would 
be visible from the Lanehead to Thorneyburn road to the west, rights of way in the 
vicinity of High Boughthill and access land to the west.  The most prominent views of 
the site lie to the west of the land which falls steeply to the Tarset Burn. 

5.10 The proposed development includes the planting of additional conifers on three 
boundaries, an existing conifer hedge exists on the northern boundary with “Hunters 
Lodge” (this is not located within the boundary of the application site and not in the 
control of the applicant).  Concerns have previously been raised by the NNPA 
Landscape and Forestry Officer regarding the proposed landscaping being 
inappropriate and out of keeping with the rural setting; however it is considered more 
appropriate planting could be achieved through a condition. This would bring it into
accordance with Policy 22 of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local 
Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document.
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Impact on Residential Amenity 

5.11 The proposed development would be located adjacent to an existing dwelling, 
“Hunters Lodge”, the current application indicates the position of the proposed 
dwelling is a further two metres away from “Hunters Lodge” creating a distance of 
approximately 22 metres. The buildings would be separated partly by an existing 
hedge; “Hunters Lodge” has a large window on the southern elevation of the property 
directly facing the proposed dwelling.  The applicant is proposing cedar cladding 
along the elevation with the neighbouring property however the open balcony on this 
elevation remains. It is considered that the proposed development would, by reason 
of the open balcony along the entire length of the north elevation, adversely impact
on the privacy of residents of the neighbouring property contrary to Policy 3 criteria ‘c’
of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document. This policy seeks to ensure that 
amenity is not adversely affected.  Additional screening could be provided along the 
boundary between the two properties, however it is considered such screening would 
not fully mitigate against the impacts on the occupants of “Hunters Lodge”. It is
therefore not considered the revised scheme overcomes refusal reason two of 
planning application 12NP0002.

Renewable Energy

5.12 Policy 1 and Policy 25 of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local 
Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document require 
renewable energy to be embedded in new development.  The proposed development 
would include solar panel tiles. A condition requiring precise details of a system to be
submitted could be attached, and therefore it would accord with Policies 1 and 25 of 
the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document.
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Highways

5.13 The development proposes to use an access track approved under planning 
application 10NP0041, which enters and exits the highway to the south of the site.  
The approved drawings for planning application 10NP0041 show the track for 
emergency or deliveries only. The track is visible in the landscape as its cuts into a 
steep hillside to the east of the approved tourism development. Allowing access for 
the proposed dwelling via this track would intensify the use of the track. However 
consideration is given to the comments of the Planning Inspector in allowing planning 
application 10NP0041, the Inspector noted “The single track access route would 
follow the lie of the land and would look similar to farm tracks that climb hillsides in 
the landscape elsewhere in the area. Traffic to the proposal can reasonably be 
expected to be domestic in nature; likely to be intermittent and spread throughout the 
day. Additional noise arising from traffic to the site would not be significant in the 
context of existing levels…….. I have seen little to show that any increase in these 
existing levels resulting from the proposal would be so significant as to justify refusal 
on the basis of harm to the tranquility of the National Park”. Considering the 
Inspectors comments, it is considered the use of the track to serve one dwelling 
would not be sufficiently detrimental to warrant refusal of the application on this basis. 
No comments have been received from the Highway Authority.

6. Conclusion

6.1 The proposed site is within the settlement of Lanehead and residential development 
in this location is acceptable in principle in accordance with Policies 5, 6 and 9 of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document.

6.2 Subject to a section 106 agreement restricting the occupation of the dwelling to a 
person meeting the local need criteria, the proposed development would accord with 
Policy 10 of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development 
Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document.

6.3 The proposed development would offer a modern design which utilises naturally 
renewable materials.  It is therefore considered that the proposed development would 
not conflict with criteria ‘b’ of 3 of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local 
Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document or the 
adopted Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document in relation to design.

6.4 The use of sustainable materials such as naturally renewable timber and the 
buildings orientation to maximise solar gain would ensure that the proposed 
development helps to deliver sustainable development in accordance with Policy 1 of 
the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document and the adopted Design Guide 
Supplementary Planning Document.
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6.5 The settlement of Lanehead does not follow a regular pattern and contains a variety 
of properties, however it is considered the development would be highly engineered 
development which would have a cumulative impact on the settlement of Lanehead 
that is considered to be contrary to Policy 3, criteria ‘b’ of the Northumberland 
National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy and 
Development Policies Document and the adopted Design Guide Supplementary 
Planning Document as it will not protect and enhance local character and 
distinctiveness.

6.6 It is considered the proposed alterations to the elevation adjacent to the existing 
residential property of “Hunters Lodge” would not overcome the issue of overlooking.  
When assessing the potential impact on residential amenity of this property it is 
considered that the development would have negative impact on the living conditions 
of this neighbouring property, it is therefore not in accordance with Policy 3, criteria 
‘c’ of the Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework 
Core Strategy and Development Policies Document.

6.7 In conclusion, whilst it is considered that the proposal is acceptable in principle (and
while it is not of a traditional design, it is not considered to be contrary to Core 
Strategy Policies), the proposed development would have a negative cumulative 
impact and would require a high level of engineering to be achieved; this would have 
an adverse impact on the site to the detriment of the settlement, local character and 
distinctiveness.  In addition, the impact on residential amenity of the occupants of the 
neighbouring property of “Hunters Lodge” is not considered acceptable in 
accordance with Core Strategy Policies.

RECOMMENDATION

The application is recommended for refusal for the following reasons;

1. The proposed development does not sit with the natural topography of the site and 
would result in a highly engineered development, alien to the local character and 
distinctiveness of the settlement of Lanehead contrary to Policy 3, criteria ‘b’ of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document and the adopted Design Guide 
Supplementary Planning Document.

2. The proposed open balcony to the second floor of the north elevation of the 
development would adversely affect the amenity of the occupants of the 
neighbouring property ‘Hunters Lodge’ contrary to Policy 3, criteria ‘c’ of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy and Development Policies Document.

3. The proposed dwelling when considered together with the existing buildings and the 
approved tourism development would have a negative cumulative impact within the 
settlement of Lanehead contrary to Policy 3 and Policy 20 of the Northumberland 
National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy and 
Development Policies Document.
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Contact Officer:

For further information contact Miss J Taylor, Planning Officer, on 01434 611508 or 
e-mail: planning@nnpa.org.uk

Background Papers:

Planning Application File:    12NP0099
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MINUTES OF THE 
  

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING  
 

Wednesday 23 January 2013 0940 - 1100 
 

NORTHUMBERLAND NATIONAL PARK, EASTBURN, HEXHAM 
 
In the Chair:  Cllr A Murray 
 
Present:   Mr M Bell, Cllr S Bolam, Cllr D Cadwgan, Mr P Cowie, Cllr D Edwards, Mr A 

Mitchell, Cllr J Riddle, Cllr A Sharp, Dr E Stockdale (from 1015), Cllr P Straker, Revd 
Canon G Usher, Ms M Whewell.  

 
In attendance:   T Gates [(Chief Executive (National Park Officer)], T Adams (Northumberland 

National Park Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities), S Dyer 
[Northumberland National Park Conservation Officer (DMC2013-004 only)],  

  F Glassford, (Legal Adviser). 
 
Others: P Ashmore (Northumberland National Park Independent Person/Observer) 
 
PART ONE 
 
Welcome and Apologies for Absence: 

Apologies were received from: Mr R Cornall, Cllr B Douglas, Cllr D Kennedy, Mr P Murray, Cllr 
R Pearson, Cllr J Wilson and Cllr T Wilson.  
 
In the absence of the Development Management Chairman, Cllr R Pearson, Cllr A Murray, 
Deputy Chairman, assumed the role of Chairman.  
 
DMC2013-001  Declarations of Interest 
 
There were no declarations of interest for this meeting. 
 
DMC2013-002  Minutes of Previous Meeting held on 14 November, 2012 
 
Mr P Cowie proposed that the Minutes of the Development Management Committee meeting 
held on 14 November 2012 be approved and this was seconded by Mr M Bell.  The minutes 
were signed by the Deputy Chairman, Cllr A Murray in the absence of the Development 
Management Committee Chairman, Cllr R Pearson. 
 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the Development Management Committee meeting held on 14 
November 2012 as circulated and amended, be approved as a correct record and signed by the 
Deputy Chairman in the absence of the Development Management Committee Chairman. 

DMC2013-003 Application for Planning Permission 

12NP0099 Construction of detached 3-storey 4-bedroom house incorporating laundry 
and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on the adjacent site 
on land to the rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, NE48 1NT 
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Planning Officer’s Report 
 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities advised that one letter of objection from R 
& K Wood Planning Ltd dated 31 October 2012 had inadvertently been omitted from the appendix 
accompanying report DMC2013-003 and tabled this letter of objection. The Head of Planning 
advised that the material considerations raised in the tabled objection letter were in line with 
issues considered in the report. She further advised that on page 5 of the report the paragraph 
numbered 4.8 ‘Other Consultees’ should be 4.9. 

The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities recapped that the proposed development 
would incorporate laundry and storage facilities for a self-catering business on the adjacent site, 
which was granted following the approval of planning application 10NP0041 and that a previous 
planning application for development of a similar nature, planning application 12NP0041, was 
refused by the committee in April 2012, reminding members of the three reasons why this 
application had been refused.  

The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities, in the absence of the Planning Officer, 
presented the report and provided an illustrated presentation, along with background information 
to the application, to complement the report including the location; access to and from site; scale; 
external appearance; accommodation; relevant policies including the National Planning Policy 
Framework; planning history; consultations and representations; the key issues of officer 
consideration; the principles of the development; cumulative impact; the design of the building 
including building materials, renewable energy and scale; the impact on both the landscape and 
on residential amenity; and highways issues particularly relating to the access track.  

With regard to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) the Head of Planning, 
Conservation and Communities reminded the committee this was a material consideration and 
that three sections from the NPPF were of particular relevance to this application – Section 6 
(housing delivery), Section 7 (requiring good design) and Section 11 (conserving and enhancing 
the natural environment). The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities advised that 
these national policies supported the relevant policies of the Authority and drew attention to 
paragraphs 2.2 and 2.3 in the Planning Officer’s report.  

Points of clarification arising from public speaking 
 
The Deputy Chairman advised the committee there were three representations for public 
speaking for this item and confirmed that each speaker would have five minutes to speak  as 
ascribed in the Authority’s ‘Public Speaking at Development Management Committee Meetings’ 
guidance. The Legal Adviser clarified the order for speaking as ascribed in the Authority’s ‘Public 
Speaking at Development Management Committee Meetings’ guidance. 
 
Applicant: Mr R Cocker, applicant addressed the committee.  He provided information on 
amendments made since his application was submitted including the installation of louvre 
windows on the north side of the balcony to help solve the privacy issue with Hunter’s Lodge; 
commented that he had been in receipt of support from the National Park including SDF funding; 
and mentioned the National Park Management Plan which seemed to provide encouragement for 
the type of development he was proposing..  The committee had no questions for Mr Cocker.  
 
Objector: Mr R Wood, representing Lanehead Residents Association addressed the committee to 
object to the application.  He expressed concern that the amended scheme had not addressed 
their previous concerns as there was little material change in the application.  Although there was 
support for the officer’s recommendations in the report, they had a further major concern relating 
to the site’s ingress and egress. He referred to the Planning Inspector’s Report (paragraphs 16  
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and 20 in particular) relating to access and asked if it was appropriate for a route designated for 
occasional and emergency use to become a regular access route.  He said there was widespread 
objection from Lanehead evidenced by the quantity of objection letters received in relation to the 
application.  He thought the way the Planning Officers’ report referred to comments of the 
Planning Inspector on the access track for application 10NP0041 was unclear and conflated two 
separate points. The committee had no questions for Mr Wood.   

 
Parish Council: Mr B Imeson, representing Tarset and Greystead Parish Council addressed the 
committee.  He commented there had been 25 letters of objection from the parish council, many 
detailed, and 15 letters of support, many not detailed, from areas outside the parish council, of 
which several were some distance from the area.  The committee had no questions for Mr 
Imeson.   

Questions of Fact 
 
The Chairman reminded the committee that this section was not for debating the application but 
to consider questions of fact before any debate.  
 
A member raised a query relating to a point on validity made in the late circulated letter of 
objection from R & K Wood, particularly asking whether the applicant should be allowed to seek 
to use a delivery and emergencies access track for residential access as well.  

The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities clarified that the access track was 
currently only approved for use by delivery and emergency vehicles serving the bothies and 
bunkhouse business. The officer indicated that it was not inappropriate for a subsequent 
application to be used to seek permission for additional use of the access track. 

The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities reminded the committee that it was a new 
application which was being considered and although it included additional use of the access 
track, this was something which could be considered.  The Legal Advisor agreed that what the 
Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities had stated appeared to be correct.  

Referring to a point made by Mr Wood in his address to the committee, a member asked for 
clarification relating to the reference in the Planning Officer’s report to the quoted extract from the 
Planning Inspectors report. The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities confirmed that 
Mr Wood was correct and that the quote comprised two points made by the Planning Inspector. 
One point was that the access track was followed the lie of the land and therefore the visual 
impact was not significant. The other point was that traffic to and from, rather than within the site, 
would be domestic traffic, that this use would also not be significant.  

Debate and Discussion 

A member was concerned that the change in use of the access track was in fact a change of use 
from light use to residential use and did not accept the Planning Inspector’s definition of the 
access track use for tourist development going hand-in-hand with residential use.   
 
A member said their understanding of the use of the access track was that it was for infrequent 
use and queried that a new material change of use was being proposed with this new application. 
The member said they believed it was a change of use and that the site was over-engineered.  
The member also did not agree with the Planning Inspector’s definitions and believed that issues 
arising from the committee’s refusal of the previous application had not been satisfactorily 
addressed.    
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A member asked if another condition for refusal of the current application could be added being 
the change of use of the access track. The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities 
said that the committee could choose to add reasons for refusal and that in an appeal an 
Inspector would consider all reasons for refusal, but reiterated the advice in the Planning Officer’s 
report that said the proposed use of the access track did not warrant a reason for refusal.  If the 
access track was only being used by residents, visitors, deliveries and emergency vehicles to that 
site it was unlikely the Planning Inspector would accept this as a substantial reason for refusal. 

The Chief Executive asked the Legal Adviser to explain possible implications of adding a further 
ground for refusal.  The Legal Adviser said that if a reason for refusal was included but could not 
subsequently be substantiated then this could be deemed to be unreasonable at an appeal and a 
costs award could be made against the Authority.  The Legal Adviser said that there would need 
to be evidence to show damage caused, for example in highway terms, to support a reason for 
refusal based on the access track.    

The Legal Adviser explained that it was a decision for members but they should listen to the 
advice of the professional planning officers. The Head of Planning, Conservation and 
Communities added that an award of costs could be possible if one reason for refusal was 
thought to be unreasonable, even if the others were supported. 

A member asked whether the fact members had debated the point relating to the access track 
and raised concerns would be recorded in the minutes of this meeting. The Head of Planning, 
Conservation and Communities said that the discussion would be recorded in the minutes and 
that this information would be available to the Planning Inspector in the event of an appeal. 
 
A member reiterated that they believed the issue was the principle of ‘change of use’ rather than 
‘impact of use’.  
 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities said that if the application gets approval 
then the access track would only have additional permission for use as a private access track to 
the proposed property and not become a new ‘highway’.  The Legal Adviser agreed with this 
point and also explained that if any further development was proposed in the future that utilised 
the same access track, the use of the appropriateness of using the access track would have to be 
considered again, at that time. Members were advised that any development happening outside 
the red line would not be covered by any permission granted on the application being considered. 
 
A member said they believed the reasons for refusing the application were strong and reiterated 
that the debate about the committee’s concerns about the access track might be considered.  
 
Proposal of Motion 
 
Cllr J Riddle proposed the acceptance of the recommendation in the Planning Officer’s report to 
refuse the proposed development for the three reasons stated in the report which was seconded 
by Cllr D Edwards. 
  
Vote on the Proposal 
 
Members voted on the proposal as contained in the report which recommended Members refuse 
the proposed development for the three reasons stated in the report. which was unanimously 
carried.   
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There being no further issues raised members 
 
RESOLVED to accept the recommendation in the Planning Officer’s report to refuse the 
proposed development for the three reasons stated in the report:  
 
1. The proposed development does not sit with the natural topography of the site and 

would result in a highly engineered development, alien to the local character and 
distinctiveness of the settlement of Lanehead contrary to Policy 3, criteria ‘b’ of the 
Northumberland National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy 
and Development Policies Document and the adopted Design Guide Supplementary 
Planning Document. 

 
2. The proposed open balcony to the second floor of the north elevation of the 

development would adversely affect the amenity of the occupants of the neighbouring 
property ‘Hunters Lodge’ contrary to Policy 3, criteria ‘c’ of the Northumberland National 
Park Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies 
Document. 

 
3. The proposed dwelling when considered together with the existing buildings and the 

approved tourism development would have a negative cumulative impact within the 
settlement of Lanehead contrary to Policy 3 and Policy 20 of the Northumberland 
National Park Authority Local Development Framework Core Strategy and 
Development Policies Document. 

 

DMC2013-004 Application for Planning Permission 

12NP0108 Construction of additional car parking area to create a further 40 No. Parking 
bays at Housesteads Visitor Centre, Haydon Bridge, Hexham, 
Northumberland NE47 6NN.  

The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities reminded members that construction of 
the additional car parking would involve the excavation of an area of grass verge to provide a flat 
tarmac surface which would be level with the existing car park as well as the re-positioning of an 
existing stone wall and that members were being asked to grant conditional permission, subject 
to four conditions as stated in the report. She added there would be a watching brief during the 
construction period. 

Planning Officer’s Report 
 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities, in the absence of the Planning Officer, 
presented the report and provided an illustrated presentation, along with background information 
to the application, to complement the report. She introduced S Dyer, National Park Conservation 
Officer, who would be able to answer any questions on relating to the World Heritage Site. 

 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities drew attention to paragraphs 2.1 and 3.1 
relating to Planning Policy and Planning History and paragraph 4 relating to Consultations and 
Representations as detailed in the report.  
 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities pointed out that comments on the 
application had not been received from local residents, the relevant parish Council, Bardon Mill or 
the County Council’s Highways Department. The Head of Panning, Conservation and  
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