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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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Communities added that upon request, the applicant (the National Park Authority) had provided 
additional information including an additional design access statement focussing on historic 
environment issues; a proposed works schedule; a schedule of archaeological mitigation; and a 
summary of specific work to be done.   
 
With regard to paragraph 4, the Head of Conservation, Planning and Communities pointed out 
that this included a recommendation from the Authority’s archaeologist that a condition be used 
to require that a watching brief be carried out during the construction phase of the development.   
 
With further regard to paragraph 4, The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities 
advised members an additional issue had been raised by English Heritage relating to the 
schedule of proposed works provided by the applicant which referred to the digging of a trench 
for an electricity cable which the electricity supplier had indicated would be required to divert the 
existing electrical supply to the Housesteads visitor centre away from the proposed development.  
 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities highlighted that this piece of work was not 
part of the development for which planning permission as being sought and indicated the relevant 
area as being partly outside the red line on the map of the application.  She said that English 
Heritage had advised that the potential archaeological impact of digging the trench for the 
electrical cable would be considered alongside those of the proposed development itself.  English 
Heritage had subsequently been advised of the proposed route of the cable diversion and The 
Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities had received written confirmation that English 
Heritage were satisfied that no further archaeological assessment work was likely to be required, 
though part of the trench would require Scheduled Monument Consent. 

 
The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities recommended that members grant 
conditional permission subject to the four conditions stated in the report with an amendment to 
Condition 4 to extend the watching brief to cover work needed in relation to the electrical trench 
and in addition, that an informative be used to advise the applicant of the need for Scheduled 
Monument Consent for some of the trench work. 
 
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.  
 
The Legal Adviser clarified that although the applicant was Northumberland National Park 
Authority members were able to make a decision about this application as a committee.  

A member observed that the County Council’s Highways Department had not commented on the 
application and expressed concern at this.  The member also sought clarity regarding the size of 
the extension protrusion and site line of the proposed development and, with regard to the 
configuration of the road and the speed in which it was driven, asked if vision for drivers, would 
be affected to the west of the site (Carlisle direction) with the proposed design.  The member 
asked if a re-positioning of the ‘Exit’ was therefore required with this changed to an easterly 
‘Entrance’ and ‘Exit’ and urged common-sense to prevail in this regard given that the Highways 
Department had not provided comments on the application so they could not be considered by 
the committee during their deliberations.    
 
The Legal Adviser advised that a condition could be used to require a Car Park Management 
Plan be put in place.  
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A member asked for clarity on why 40 extra spaces were needed as it appeared from the 
information mentioned that the need was for 20 spaces. The Head of Planning, Conservation and 
Communities was unable to answer this question, stating that she could not answer on behalf of 
the applicant. 

A member agreed that the views of the Highways Department were essential before any decision 
could be made.   The Head of Planning, Conservation and Communities said that, in the absence 
of the Case Officer she was unaware of any discussions with the Highways Department as to 
why they had not responded to this particular application and pointed out to members that they 
could defer their decision until these had been received if they felt this was necessary.  

The Legal Adviser was asked about planning conditions regulating works outside the red line.  
The Legal Adviser said that planning conditions could regulate works outside the red line 
provided that the works were on land in the control of the applicant, otherwise, a condition could 
prevent development starting on the red line site until some off site works were undertaken (a 
Grampian condition being a planning condition attached to a decision notice that prevents the 
start of a development until off-site works have been completed on land not controlled by the 
applicant). 

A member suggested a site visit was required so that members could see the site for themselves 
given some of the comments made during the discussions.  The member noted comments 
relating to the impact on the landscape and that the current car park would be well-screened, and 
did not agree as the member believed that from the south, the existing car park was evident.  The 
member felt that a discussion with the National Trust with regard to screening of the site would 
have been useful. 

A member was concerned at road safety issues which might arise with the new development 
especially with regard to those travelling from the west and the member was also uncomfortable 
with accepting an application without observations from the Highways Department  The member 
agreed with an earlier suggestion of closing the west exit and making the east entrance both 
‘Entrance’ and ‘Exit’.   

Cllr S Bolam wished to propose the decision be deferred because of a) the access/egress re 
easterly entrance concentration and b) until comments from the Highways Authority had been 
obtained.  Cllr D Edwards seconded the proposal.  A short discussion ensued. 

A member was concerned that the National Park Authority were exposing themselves as they 
were not in possession of all the necessary facts and agreed with the proposal to deferred 
decision.  

A member agreed that the Highways Department comments were essential and proposed a site 
visit take place with the Highways Department in attendance, as members should make 
themselves aware of the impact on road users of the development in the area, as well as 
landscape issues.  
 
A member took up the earlier point about what evidence had been gathered to show there was a 
need for extra car parking spaces at Housesteads and noted this key information was not 
available.  
 
A member suggested that a height restriction on vehicles could be considered and added to other 
members’ concerns about the about the speed of the road, drivers exiting from the car park and 
the impact on the landscape.  
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Following the discussion, the Deputy Chairman asked if any member wished to propose that the 
committee deferred its decision pending a site visit and receipt of comments from the Highways 
Department.  He added that even with the Highways Department comments he would be 
uncomfortable making a decision about the car park without a site visit.   

A member commented that the cost of a site visit should be borne in mind in these stringent 
times.  The Chief Executive (National Park Officer) said that the committee had to ask questions 
of the applicant if they were unsure of any aspect of the application.   

Proposal of Motion and Vote on Proposal 
 
Cllr S Sharp proposed deferring the decision, arranging a site visit as soon as practicable, obtain 
written comments from the Highways Department before the site visit and invite their 
representative to the site visit.  This was seconded by Cllr J Riddle.  Members agreed 
unanimously.   

There being no further issues raised members 

RESOLVED to defer their decision on application 12NP0108 Housesteads Visitor Centre and 
requested that a site visit be arranged as soon as practicable, written comments obtained from 
the Highways Authority before the site visit and the Highways Department representative 
invited to the site visit.    

 
DMC2013-005  Urgent Business 
 
There were no matters of urgent business.  
 
Part One of the meeting concluded at 1030 and was followed by Part Two. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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PART TWO 

Exclusion of the Press and Public 

The Deputy Chairman stated that the press and public were to be excluded for this part of the meeting 
and advised that members before doing this needed to be satisfied that the public interest in 
maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing information.  The Head of 
Planning, Conservation and Communities clarified the reasons for disclosure. 

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 031/2012 (P) and 
DMC 032/2012(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. 

 
Members of the public withdrew from the meeting.  The outcomes of Part Two of the meeting are 
recorded in the separate Exempt Minutes.  
 
DMC 2013-006(P)   Exempt Minutes of the Development Management Committee Meeting 

held on 14 November 2012 
 
Members noted the contents of the exempt Minutes and  
 

RESOLVED that the exempt Minutes of the Development Management Committee meeting 
held on 14 November 2012 be approved and signed by the Deputy Chairman in the absence of 
the Development Management Committee Chairman. 

 
DMC 2013-007(P) Report on Development Management Enforcement Activities – update 

on enforcement activity undertaken by the Authority between 31 
October and 31 December 2012 

 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. 

 
This report informed the Development Management Committee of ongoing and completed 
enforcement activity between 31 October and 31 December 2012. 
   
During discussions the Weekly List of planning applications was referred to and a member 
requested that application 13NP0001 be submitted to a Development Management Committee 
Meeting.  
 
There being no further issues members 
 

RESOLVED that  
i)    the report on Development Management Enforcement Activities between 31 October and   

31 December 2012 be noted and that  
ii)  Application 13NP0001 be submitted to a Development Management Committee meeting.   
 
The meeting, including Part Two, concluded at 1100. 
 

 


