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DRAFT MINUTES OF THE DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING  

 
18 April 2012 1000 - 1200 

 
NORTHUMBERLAND NATIONAL PARK, EASTBURN, HEXHAM 

 
In the Chair:  Cllr R Pearson 
 
Present:   Cllr S Bolam, Cllr J Riddle, Cllr D Edwards, Mr P Nicholson, Mr A Mitchell,  

Mr M Bell, Ms M Whewell, Cllr B Douglas, Mr P Murray, Dr E Stockdale. 
 

In attendance: Mrs J A Garrick (Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities), Miss 
Jessica Taylor (Planning Officer), Mr T Gates [Chief Executive (National Park 
Officer) and Mr T Sunter (Legal Officer)  

 
PART ONE 
 
Welcome and Apologies for Absence 
 
The Chairman pointed out this was the first meeting of the new Development Management 
Committee under the revised governance arrangements which came into effect on 1 April 
2012.   
 
The Chairman introduced Mr T Sunter, Newcastle City Council, the new Monitoring/Legal 
Adviser for the Committee.    
 
Mr Sunter recommended a change of order in the proceedings for the meeting with the 
Proposal of the Motion coming after the Debate of the Motion followed by the Vote on the 
Motion. Members agreed to this and an amended Order of Business was circulated to 
Members which was to be followed with effect from this meeting.  
 
Apologies were noted from Cllr T Wilson, Cllr A Murray, Cllr J Wilson, Cllr A Sharp, Cllr D 
Watkin, Cllr P Straker, Cllr D Cadwgan, Mr R Cornall, Rev Canon G Usher and Mr P Cowie.    
 
DMC 009/2012  Declarations of Interest 

Cllr R Pearson declared a personal interest in DMC 011/2012 as she knew the applicant, Mr R 
Cocker, and signed the Declaration of Interest form.  Cllr B Douglas expressed a personal 
interest in DMC 11/2012 as he knew Mr R Wood and signed the Declaration of Interest form. 

 
DMC 010/2012  Minutes of the Development Management Committee Meeting held on 

 15 February 2012 
 

Cllr J Riddle proposed the Minutes of the Development Management Committee meeting held 
on 15 February 2012 be approved and this was seconded by Dr E Stockdale.  The Minutes 
were signed by the Chairman.  

 

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 15 February 2012, as circulated, be 
approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
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DMC 011/2012 Application for Planning Permission  

 
12NP0002:  Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house, incorporating 

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

   
The Planning Officer referred to her report and advised she had additional information for 
members following the site visit to the development on Monday 16 April, which was attended 
by six members of the Committee.  She supplemented her report with photographic evidence 
and two drawings of the proposed elevations, and highlighted that all measurements were 
taken from the plans submitted by the applicant. 
 
The Planning Officer advised the Committee that questions regarding the proposed 
dimensions of the development were raised at the site visit and for clarification she advised 
that paragraphs 1.2 and 5.8 in her report be disregarded, and replaced with the information in 
the two drawings circulated to members, namely that the proposed dwelling measures 
approximately 8.0 metres by 18.0 metres; the total height was approximately 10.5 metres; the 
ridge of the village hall is approximately 4.0 metres lower that the ridge on the proposed 
dwelling; the proposed retaining wall would measure approximately 4.0 metres high to the 
south elevation and approximately 2.5 metres high to the north elevation;  the height difference 
between the ridge of the proposed dwelling and the nearby lodge is approximately 0.5 metres,  
The difference in height between the road level and the ridge is 8.5 metres and therefore the 
proposed ground floor will be approximately 2 metres lower than road level.  

 
She pointed out that the plans showed the relationship with the adjacent properties of village 
hall and hunters’ lodge to enable an assessment of the impact of the proposed development 
on the surrounding area.. 

 
The Planning Officer highlighted a number of other key areas relating to the application some 
of which had arisen from the site visit: 

 
Geology: Questions were raised regarding the impact on the geology of the site and if the 
proposed development would require the blasting of bedrock. The Authority’s Ecologist had 
confirmed the site is not within an area of sensitive geology and therefore the Authority could 
not require the submission of a geological assessment with the application.  
 
Spoil: Questions were raised again regarding the potential spoil. If the spoil was to be located 
within the site there is the potential for it to be considered ‘engineering operations’ and require 

a planning application which cannot control the spoil if it is removed from the site. 
 
Village Hall: Since the report was written the Village Hall Committee have advised that the 
electricity pole mentioned in the comment from the Highways Officer is located on Village Hall 
land and they would not be willing to have the pole moved. As addressed in the report the 
issue of ownership is not a material planning consideration and is a civil agreement between 
the two parties. 
 
Further objection: Since the report was produced, a further letter had been received from a 
planning consultant working on behalf of numerous residents raising the following issues: 
 

 they believed the statement in the report that “the development has an active highway 
frontage” is inaccurate given the site is located behind the rear of village hall car park. 
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 they consider the report does not fully consider the highway implications and remain 
perplexed how highways can consider the scheme acceptable. The comments received 
from Northumberland County Council Highways department are reproduced in full on 
page 6 and 7 of the report for members’ consideration. 

 they believed the report has not addressed the issue of the access gradient proposed as 
it does not meet standards. The Highways department have been consulted on the 
current plans and no response has been received. The Planning Officer questioned the 
concerns with Highways regarding the gradient but again no further comments have 
been received to date. As no contradicting response has been received to the comments 
within the in the report there is no evidence to support a reason for refusal on this basis. 

 the final concern related to the principle of the development and reference to the 
Authority being inconsistent as to whether the local status of the applicant is a material 
planning consideration. Planning 10 of the Core Strategy requires all new housing 
developments to be secured to local need through section 106 agreements. The status 
of the applicant is not a material consideration but, as explained in the report, providing a 
section 106 agreement securing the occupation of the dwelling by a person meeting the 
local need criteria is achieved, the proposed dwelling would be in accordance with Core 
Strategy Policy 10. 

 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): the Planning Officer pointed out the new 
National Planning Policy Framework was published at the end of March 2012 and members 
noted they would be receiving a separate briefing on the implications of this in due course.  It 
was important to highlight that 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 seeks to allow for the delivery of a wide choice of high quality homes – specific 
reference is made to rural areas and local planning authorities being responsive to local 
circumstances and plan housing development to reflect local needs.  It highlights 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. 
 

 Section 7 – requires good design - states that planning authorities should consider using 
design guides – but 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 – but it is 
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 seeks to conserve and enhance the natural environment and reinforces that 
great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in National 
Parks and includes the presumption against major development; again, this is considered 
to be in accordance with the Authority’s Core Strategy policies. 

 

Applicant: The applicant requested that the Development Management Committee be made 
aware that he was willing to negotiate on his plans.  
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The Planning Officer advised that, unless members wish to defer the application to allow the 
applicant to submit amended plans, the decision should be based on the issues as detailed in 
the report and the proposal to recommend refusal on the basis of the reasons set out on page 
13 of the report. 
 
Points of clarification arising from the public speaking 

 
The Monitoring Legal Officer advised the Committee there were three representations for 
public speaking. He clarified the procedure for public speaking for the benefit of the new 
members, confirmed each speaker would have five minutes to speak and that Mr Cocker had 
requested he spoke last.   
 
Cllr B Imeson, representing Tarset Parish Council addressed the Committee to object to the 
application: Cllr Imeson thanked the Committee for attending the site visit.  He had two issues 
to raise in relation to the application not covered by the Local Development Framework or the 
officer’s report: i) the outrage of local residents to the application and ii) the perceived absence 
of common sense in the application.   He explained the view of Tarset Parish Council and 
asked the Committee to review the application with a common-sense approach, explaining 
why.    The Committee had no questions for Cllr Imeson. 
 
Mr P Wood, representing Lanehead Residents Association addressed the Committee to object 
to the application: Mr Wood explained the residents of Lanehead were concerned on a number 
of issues which they believed should contribute to the reasons for refusing the application 
including: i) the design being a three storey-house in a village of one and two storey dwellings 
therefore there was an issue of scale and mass; ii) highways access and safety had not been 
properly addressed in the submissions and the access gradient was not in compliance with 
current published standards; and iii) the development did not meet local needs criteria.  The 
Committee had no questions for Mr Wood. 

 
Mr R Cocker, applicant, addressed the Committee: Mr Cocker explained the reasons for the 
submission of the plans which included family reasons. He highlighted criteria in national 
policies such as Section 3 of the National Planning Policy Framework, which pointed towards 
a presumption in favour of sustainable development and he believed his plans met these. His 
development also included better car park aces to the village hall though he agreed access 
was not a material consideration.     He pointed out his rights to use the old drovers’ route.   
The Committee had no questions for Mr Cocker. 

Questions of Fact 
 
The member asked for clarification of Section 106 and the Head of Planning, Conservation 
and Communities, referring to the Authority’s Local Development Framework (Core Strategy 
and Development Policies) document, referred to Policy 10 (New Housing Development) and 
read out the Definition of Local Needs criteria.  

 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities reminded the Committee that planning 
permission would only be granted for new residential development when a Section 106 is 
signed.   
 
A member enquired about assessing local needs and the Head of Planning, Conservation and 
Communities explained the process for the benefit of the Committee. She added if the 
Committee refused the application and it went to appeal, the Planning Inspector would be 
expected to uphold National Park policies unless material considerations indicated otherwise.  
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A member asked how the application met local needs criteria and the Head of Planning, 
Conservation and Communities said this  was not a material consideration in the determination 
of the application.  A member said the Committee would not approve an application without a 
valid Section 106 agreement and reminded the Committee it was the property, not the 
applicant, who was awarded the Section 106 agreement.   

A member spoke about the cumulative impact of the development (para 5.5 in the report) and 
noted there were no pictures to illustrate this.  The Planning Officer said that the location site 
plan provide clarification and guided the member to this information.  
 
Debate and Discussion  
 
A member commented on the letters of objection and, stressing there was no pre-
determination on this matter, said they did not agree with the Planning Officer’s comments on 
the cumulative impact of the development.  The member believed there would be a significant 
cumulative impact and would be objecting to the application.  Members also raised other 
concerns including the issues of scale and mass, the size of the retaining walls and related 
engineering works required and the application not fitting in with the Authority’s ‘Design Guide’.  

 
Proposal of Motion 
 
Cllr J Riddle proposed that the application was refused for reasons including visual impact on 
the landscape due to the placement of the development within the settlement, negative 
cumulative impact on the area and over-engineering of the area. He agreed with the Planning 
Officer’s two recommendations in the report and proposed adding a third recommendation to 
take into account the negative cumulative impact.   With reference to recommendation One, it 
was proposed that ‘scale and mass’ be included in this.  No changes were proposed to 
recommendation Two. The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities therefore 
clarified the wording of the three recommendations in light of the proposed changes as follows: 
 
1. The proposed development, by virtue of its scale and mass, did 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 Local Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Polices 
Documents 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 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 Local Development 
Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document. 

 
Cllr J Riddle proposed that the recommendations be amended as clarified by the Head of 
Planning, Conservation and Communities and that the application be refused.  Cllr D Edwards 
seconded the proposal.  
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Vote on the proposal 
 
Members voted on the proposal as contained in the report which recommended Members to 
refuse the application.   
 
For: Nil        Against: Ten     Abstentions: One.  The motion was carried. 
 
There being no further points raised members:  
 

RESOLVED that the Authority accepted the recommendation in the officer’s report to refuse 
the application for the proposed development. The reasons for refusal were: 
 
1. The proposed development, by virtue of its scale and mass, did 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 Local Development Framework Core Strategy and Development Polices 
Documents 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 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 Local Development 
Framework Core Strategy and Development Policies Document.  

 
The members of the public left the meeting. 

 
DMC 012/2012 Urgent Business 
 
There were no matters of urgent business to discuss. 
 
This part of the meeting concluded at 1100 and was followed by Part Two.  
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PART TWO:  EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC 

The Monitoring/Legal Adviser clarified the exclusion of press and public for this part of the 
meeting and advised that members needed to be satisfied that the public interest in 
maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing the information. 
 
Cllr R Pearson proposed the exclusion of members of the press and public to this part of the 
meeting and this was seconded by Mr M Bell.   
 

RESOLVED that under section 100A (4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the press and 
public be excluded from the meeting during consideration of Items DMC 049/2011(P), DMC 
050/2011(P) and DMC 051/2011(P) as they involved the likely disclosure of exempt 
information as defined in Part I of Schedule 12A of the 1972 Act and as indicated below and 
the public interest test against disclosure is satisfied. 

 
The full minutes of agenda items in Part Two which contain exempt information under 
Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act, have been produced separately. 

DMC 013/2012(P)   Exempt Minutes of the Development Management Committee 
Meeting held on 15 February 2012 

 
Cllr J Riddle proposed the exempt Minutes of the meeting of 15 February 2012 be approved 
and this was seconded by Cllr R Pearson. The Minutes were signed by the Chairman.  

 

RESOLVED that the draft exempt Minutes of the Development Management Committee 
meeting of 15 February 2012 be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 

 
DMC 014/2012(P)  Report on Development Management Enforcement Activities – 

update on enforcement activity between 1 February – 31 March 

Exempt under Paragraph 6 - information which reveals that the authority proposes (a) to give 
under any enactment a notice under or by virtue of which requirements are imposed on a 
person; or (b) to make an order or direction under any enactment. 

 
The Planning Officer advised that this report informed of ongoing and completed enforcement 
activity between 1 February and 31 March 2012.    There being no further issues raised, the 
Chairman proposed the report be noted and this was seconded by Cllr J Wilson. 
 

RESOLVED that the report on Development Management Enforcement Activities be noted.  

 
Members discussed the format of white and exempt minutes of Development Management 
Committee meetings and proposed they be anonomised from 18 April 2012.  As a result a 
change to this effect would require be made to the Standing Orders for the Regulation of 
Authority Meetings and Proceedings March 2012.  Following a unanimous vote, members:  

RESOLVED that with effect from 18 April 2012 exempt and white Minutes of the Authority’s 
Development Management committee meetings would not contain named comments or 
references to ‘he/she’ except: to record proposers and seconders; named votes; arriving late 
or leaving a meeting early; the member specifically requested a comment be attributed to 
them and that this be added to the Standing Orders for the Regulation of Authority Meetings 
and Proceedings (March 2012). 

 
The meeting, including Part Two, closed at 1200. 


