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MINUTES OF THE 
  

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING  
 

Wednesday 20 March 2013 1000 - 1155 
 

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

P Murray, Cllr J Riddle, Cllr A Sharp, Cllr J Wilson. 
 
In attendance:  T Gates [(Chief Executive (National Park Officer)], T Adams (Head of Planning 

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

Apologies received: Mr A Mitchell, Dr E Stockdale, Cllr P Straker, Reverend Canon G Usher, 
Cllr D Kennedy, Ms M Whewell, Mr M Bell, Cllr R Pearson, Mr R Cornall and Cllr T Wilson.   
 
In the absence of the Development Management Committee Chairman Cllr R Pearson, Cllr A 
Murray, Deputy Chairman assumed the Chair.  
 
DMC2013-013  Declarations of Interest 
 
There were no declarations of interest for this meeting. 
 
DMC2013-014    Minutes of Previous Meeting held on 20 February 2013 
 
Cllr A Sharp proposed that the Minutes of the Development Management Committee meeting 
held on 20 February 2013 be approved and this was seconded by Cllr B Douglas.  In the 
absence of the Development Management Committee Chairman, Cllr R Pearson, the minutes 
were signed by the Deputy Chairman, Cllr A Murray. 
 

RESOLVED that the minutes of the Development Management Committee meeting held on 20 
February 2013 as circulated, be approved as a correct record and signed by the Deputy 
Chairman in the absence of the Development Management Committee Chairman. 

DMC2013-015  Application for Planning Permission 

12NP0114 Construction of new lodge to provide visitor accommodation at Carraw 
Farm, Humshaugh, Northumberland NE46 4DB 

The Head of Planning and Communities advised the Development Management Committee that 
she would present her report up to item 5.15 when the Conservation Officer would provide a 
focus on design and visual impact issues raised in the report including the impact of the 
application on the existing buildings and the wider environs of that area of Northumberland  
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National Park. The Head of Planning and Communities advised she would provide a verbal 
summary of issues arising from the site visit. 

 
The Head of Planning and Communities advised the Committee that a lobbying letter, which she 
had also received a copy of,  had been sent by the agent on 15 March 2013 to members which 
largely raised issues which were not material to the decision the Committee was being required 
to make at the meeting.  The Head of Planning and Communities reminded members of the need 
to consider the application in its current form and on the basis of its own merits.  

Site Visit Report 8 March 2013 
 
The Head of Planning and Communities advised the Committee that a site visit had taken place 
on 8 March 2013. This had been attended by the Development Management Committee 
Chairman, four members of the Committee, two officers, the applicant and the agent. The Head 
of Planning and Communities explained that during the site visit members received a brief 
overview of the proposed development with the considerations outlined in the officers report 
highlighted.  Members walked round the site, which had been pegged-out by the applicant with 
an indication given of the highest point of the proposed new building, and were shown where the 
existing car park would be extended, where the new access track and car park / drop-off point 
would be located and where the proposed new building itself would be situated.   
 
During the site visit members asked a number of questions which included: 

 What materials were going to be used on the various facades? The applicant had explained 
this would be a mixture of wood, stone and glass and that stone had been added to the north 
elevation to try to provide a visual link with the farmhouse. The 3D visualisations and elevation 
drawings illustrated this. 

 How would the building would be heated? Reference was made to the installation of a wood 
burning stove, solar water panels and potentially an air source heat pump. 

 Why was a new building being proposed rather than converting the farm buildings? The 
separation of these buildings from the farmhouse by the Military Road was cited as a key 
consideration here. 

 Would any trees be removed from the northern section of the woodland, the section closest to 
the highway? Members were advised that no trees would be removed from this section. 

 
Following the site visit the Head of Planning and Communities advised that members had queried 
whether or not the application showed if 10% of the energy requirements of the development 
would be met from renewable energy sources, and were advised that the current application did 
not provide the relevant confirmation and that additional information on this aspect of the 
proposal could reasonably be required with any revised application.   
 
Subsequent to the site visit the Head of Planning and Communities had directed members to the 
Authority’s public website where full copies of the application documents were available.  
 
Planning officer report 
 
The Head of Planning and Communities presented her report, illustrated with a PowerPoint 
presentation and reminded the committee that the officer recommendation was to refuse 
permission for the reasons listed in the report. 
  
The Head of Planning and Communities advised members that since her report had been issued 
updated information had been received on a number of issues: 
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 Northumberland County Council: the Highways Authority had confirmed they would have no 
objections to the proposal on highways grounds subject to a recommended set of conditions 
if planning permission was granted. 

 Ecology: An additional ecology report with regard to newts had been provided on 15 March 
2013  which was beyond the cut-off date the Head of Planning and Communities had 
advised the agent of, for additional information, which had originally been requested in April 
2012.  The National Park ecologist had nevertheless perused the report and was satisfied 
that no additional mitigation measures would be required beyond those identified in the 
previously supplied newt report.  The reason for refusal relating to ecological information 
could therefore be deleted from the recommendation. 
 
The Head of Planning and Communities informed members that the National Park ecologist 
had advised that the wider ecological information requested at the pre-application and 
validation stages should have been provided earlier, particularly as the site had some tree 
and shrub cover and the proposed application included the removal of a number of trees. 

 

 Landscape and Forestry: the Head of Planning and Communities advised that the National 
Park Authority’s Landscape and Forestry Officer had advised at the pre-application stage 
that it would be preferable for the woodland to the east of Carraw Farm to be retained.   
 
Following a query from the agent regarding the National Park Authority’s Landscape and 
Forestry Officer’s report that over one hundred trees could be affected by the proposed 
development, the agent had subsequently advised that forty nine trees would be removed 
from the woodland, twenty four from the footprint of the proposed building and twenty five 
unidentified trees from outside the footprint. The National Park Authority’s Landscape and 
Forestry Officer remained concerned about the indirect impact on some of the remaining 
trees.  A tree report would be able to clarify this and could be made a requirement of any 
future application.   
  
The National Park Authority’s Landscape and Forestry Officer was also concerned that as 
the application did not specify how many trees would remain on the eastern side of the 
proposed development, and was of the view there was likely to be insufficient trees to 
provide appropriate screening for the new development particularly from the east (the Military 
Road, Brocolitia and Hadrian’s Wall National Trail).  
 
It was also noted that the application proposed the felling of a mature sycamore tree (shown 
in a slide) which the National Park Authority’s Landscape and Forestry Officer had indicated 
was a landscape feature worthy of retention, to make way for the disabled access and drop-
off point.  The Head of Planning and Communities advised that, since the publication of her 
report, the agent had suggested the sycamore tree could be retained. The Head of Planning 
and Communities however, reminded members that as the application before them proposed 
the removal of the tree the application should be considered on that basis and that the agent 
had accepted this point.    

 
The Head of Planning and Communities drew attention to Section 2 of her report (Planning 
Policy) briefly described the relevant local and national policies and guidance relevant to the 
application and said that a key factor in arriving at her recommendation for refusal was the need 
to weigh up the potential benefits offered by the proposal with the harm it may cause to the 
special qualities of the National Park, and that she had considered the relevant policies. 
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The Head of Planning and Communities drew attention to Section 3 of her report (Planning 
History).   

The Head of Planning and Communities drew attention to Section 4 of her report 
(Consultations/Representations) and advised that a number of letters of support had been 
received for the application and there had been no objections from the statutory consultees, 
external parties or the Highways Authority. English Heritage’s final advice had been that below-
ground archaeology was unlikely to be affected provided a watching brief was undertaken, and 
that whilst they did not consider they could sustain an objection in relation to impact on the World 
Heritage site, they had supported the National Park  Authority in applying their design policies to 
the proposal.  

The Head of Planning and Communities drew attention to Section 5 of her report (Assessment, 
Principle of Development Location, Principle of Development Wider Sustainability Considerations,  
Rural Economy and Tourism Benefits and Impact of Special Qualities). 

The Head of Planning and Communities highlighted that the key issues identified for detailed 
consideration were the principles of development in terms of both the location and wider 
sustainability considerations of the application, the potential rural economy and tourism benefits, 
sustainable travel options (for example the Hadrian’s Wall Bus), the vicinity to the National Trail 
and the impact on the special qualities of the National Park which were detailed in her report. 

Conservation Office Report - Impact on Special Qualities 

The National Park Authority’s Conservation Officer summarised the key points and concerns on 
the application in respect of design and advised that she had been guided by the National 
Planning Policy Framework, the National Park Authority Core Strategy and the National Park 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document.    
 
The Conservation Officer relayed her principal concerns which were mainly concerned with scale, 
massing and proportion with the negative aspects of the design including the large size of the 
proposed new building in the context of the site; the overbearing impact of the new building would 
have on the existing farmhouse due to its scale and mass; the mixture of style and materials; the 
unsympathetic design in the context of adjacent building and setting; the negative visual impact 
the access road would have on the character of the area; and general poor design details.  
 
The Conservation Officer said that the proposed development did not accord with national and 
local policies and guidance on design and it would not be possible to overcome these concerns 
through the use of planning conditions or through making changes to the current design.   
 
The Conservation Officer clarified that Carraw Farm was not formally listed as a building of 
special architectural or historical interest.  However, it was considered appropriate to have regard 
to the existing buildings at Carraw Farm as a heritage asset of local importance, due to provision 
in the National Planning Policy Framework to formally identify heritage assets that are important 
to the area. She drew attention to paragraphs 5.30 and 5.31 of the report in this regard.    
 
The Conservation Officer provided some clarification on English Heritage’s response and advised 
that their scope of comments was on below ground implications (archaeology) of which they had 
raised no concerns subject to a watching brief and the impact of the proposals on the World 
Heritage Site setting. On the latter point, English Heritage had pointed out that their remit was 
limited strictly to on the appreciation and understanding of Roman military planning and land use. 
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The Conservation Officer spoke about the positive aspects of the design which included its 
accessibility for visitors with disabilities therefore increasing opportunities for visitors to enjoy the 
special qualities of the National Park.   
 
Concluding point from officers 
 
The Head of Planning and Communities concluded by saying that with a different approach to 
scale and design including access arrangements such a development could be accepted in 
principle but that the application before the Committee would, for the reasons explained in her 
report and the subsequent verbal updates at this meeting, have a negative impact upon various 
aspects of the special qualities of the National Park.  It was believed this harm would outweigh 
the positive benefits of the proposal and that there was an irreconcilable conflict between the 
National Park purposes on conservation and public enjoyment.  The Head of Planning and 
Communities reminded members that in such circumstances the Sandfordi principle required that 
the conservation interest must take precedence. The officers recommendation was therefore that 
planning permission be refused for the reasons set out in the report (excepting for the ecological 
information reason, as explained above).  
 
Points of clarification arising from public speaking 
 
The Chairman advised the committee there were two representatives for public speaking for this 
item, who were the applicant and agent speaking, both speaking for the application, and 
confirmed that the speakers would have five minutes between them to speak as prescribed 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 J Dodd explained that after the Hadrian’s Wall National Trail opened he diversified 
with the opening of the successful Carraw B&B, which was managed by a third party, who at 
times had to turn business away so there was evidence there was a need for more B&B rooms in 
order to keep the business sustainable which was why he had submitted an application for 
Carraw Lodge. The applicant explained the additional accommodation provided by Carraw Lodge  
would also be suitable for less-abled guests and that it was rare to find suitable accommodation 
along the Trail so he was catering for new markets and believed Carraw Lodge would be a 
symbol of investment and growth in the area. The applicant also advised the Committee that he 
was shortlisted for a Defra grant.  

Agent: Mr K Butler pointed out that during the PowerPoint presentation by the Head of Planning 
and Communities a wrong slide had been included which showed the previous design for the 
development.  

Mr Butler explained that the application was for a purpose built project and advised the 
Committee that extensive liaison had been entered into with the National Park Authority; he 
added that English Heritage had confirmed that the project would not harm the World Heritage 
Site. Mr Butler spoke about renewables and said these would meet the 10% requirement.  He  
also explained that some of the trees which would be ‘lost’ were only 25mm in diameter, spoke 
about the compensating planting in the north and his discussions with the Landscape and 
Forestry officer in this regard.  He also felt that the images shown in the PowerPoint presentation 
should have portrayed the low impact of the building in the landscape and that the presentation 
had not given an accurate impression of the site.    
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Mr Butler also made reference to the changes in Planning personnel at the National Park 
Authority over the past two years and felt that such changes should not adversely impact on 
application decisions.  

Questions of Fact 
 
The Committee were reminded that this section was not for debating the application but to 
consider questions of fact before any debate.  
 
A member asked how the new property would be serviced. The applicant advised it would be 
serviced by the people who currently run Carraw B&B therefore the two properties would interact 
and given the flexible access, it was also possible that the property could be run on a self-
catering basis.    

 
A member asked to see the slide showing the trees again.  The member commented that trees 
got damaged when building on such a site and it was expensive to remove damaged or dead 
trees once a development had been completed.  The member was also disappointed with the 
comments from English Heritage with regard to planting new trees which may damage 
archaeology even though existing tree roots may also cause damage.  The member spoke about 
mitigating issues and asked if the Authority would give consideration to taking down some trees 
and replace with new planting even if this was against the advice of English Heritage.  The Head 
of Planning and Communities advised that if trees that providing screening to the east and south 
east corner were lost then English Heritage would object to replanting on this site because of the 
archaeology.   
 
A member sought clarification of the status of the mature sycamore tree indicated in the slides 
and asked if this was to be retained or not.  
 
A member asked the Head of Planning and Communities to identify the wrong slide as identified 
by the agent during public speaking.  The officer did so and pointed out the changes that had 
been made to the design, advising for example that the proposed southern section of the building 
has now been reduced in length and the balcony was no longer part of the proposed 
development. 

A member asked whether it was correct that when the proposed application had been discussed 
by earlier planning officers, one of them had supported the application.  The Head of Planning 
and Communities said that pre-application advice had been offered to the applicant during 
discussions last spring and autumn, and that whilst officers had advised the applicant that the 
proposed development was acceptable in principle, no plans or designs had been prepared at 
that time so it had not been possible to comment on details. The planning application was 
different to the idea discussed at the pre-application stage. For example the proposed 
development was larger than discussed at the pre-application stage (though smaller than the 
designs originally submitted as part of the application). 

The Head of Planning and Communities confirmed that different planning officers of the Authority 
had been involved with the application due to staff changes over recent months. 

A member was concerned at the arrangements made for the site visit as few members had been 
able to attend. The member asked if any discussions had taken place with the agent and 
applicant regarding the officers’ concerns with the proposals. The member also queried the 
relevance of J Grundy’s observations (the officers report and the Conservation Officer had 
referred to this survey of local buildings) and the comment made by the Head of Planning and 
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Communities in her report conclusion that ‘the development could be acceptable if changes were 
made but was not acceptable in its current form.  
 
The Head of Planning and Communities reiterated that the Authority’s planning officers had not 
seen any designs for the development prior to the application being formally submitted. She 
explained that discussions had been held during consideration of the application with the 
applicant, the agent and English Heritage, and that strong concern had been consistently raised.  
The applicant had responded to some of the concerns by submitting revised drawings but the 
Authority had advised the applicant that the changes made were insufficient to address all their 
concerns and that a new design approach, not just tweaks to the existing design, were needed. 
 
The Head of Planning and Communities also advised the Committee that following officers’ 
advice the applicant had considered withdrawing his application but had decided instead to see 
what the Committee’s views were.  
 
A member asked about the impact on the area of the height of the proposed building.  

Another member, who had been present at the site visit, referred to the plans for the proposed 
development and commented that the site was very prominent when travelling down the Military 
Road from the east. 

A member believed that the current discussion was moving into the realms of debate. 

Debate and Discussion 

A member said they believed the general concept was very good, providing excellent facilities 
and much needed high quality accommodation to suit a variety of users in a sought-after area of 
Hadrian’s Wall where B&B’s were a vital market which would benefit from the provision of further 
high-class amenities. However the member agreed that a fundamental problem with the 
proposed development was the building materials being used as the member believed there was 
too much wood and, though the member liked the north stone elevation, this was too visible from 
the east.  The member said the design was contemporary and that the National Park Authority 
should be seen to be moving forward with the times, but that perhaps the design in question was 
a step too far at this stage.  
 
A member pointed out that compared to some agricultural buildings in the National Park which 
used materials such as corrugated iron and possibly asbestos in their construction, timber 
appeared a better option.  The member spoke about the ‘Cow Shed Grant’ which related to 
portable cow sheds which the member did not believe were an attractive addition to the 
countryside.  The member believed the design for the proposed development at Carraw Lodge 
was a vast improvement on these, and that the tree planting at the north of the site would give 
good screening, and had no hesitation in supporting the innovative design and much needed 
accommodation.  

A member commented on the provision of facilities for less-abled visitors which the new 
development would provide in quantity and quality and asked to what extent was this type of 
accommodation prevalent in both the National Park and other parts of the neighbouring county.   

The Head of Planning and Communities said though she had no specific information on this, one 
of the letters of support received from another tourist accommodation provided in the area had 
suggested there was a shortage of disabled access visitor accommodation. 

A member commented there were merits in what was being proposed as, for example, in 
planning terms timber cladding was regarded as sustainable.  Referring to the comments from 
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English Heritage the member commented that this organisation tended to look at the wider 
context in terms of an application.  The member suggested looking at examples of other similar 
sites in the area and that the Authority had to be realistic.  The member supported the proposed 
development at Carraw Farm. 
 
A member referred to the site visit on 8 March 2013 and was disappointed with the issues 
surrounding both the removal and re-planting of trees particularly regarding screening. The 
member also did not understand the comments from English Heritage on trees. The member 
suggested a specific planting and landscape strategy with proper consideration given to what 
trees were removed and what areas replanted and why, be part of the application.  The member 
was not keen on the design within the proposed setting, suggested more stone-facing would have 
mitigated the impact of the amount of timber being suggested for the development and mentioned 
the windows for which they had fewer concerns. 
 
The member raised the matter of the 10% energy saving caveat and said this would require to be 
firmed up before any approval was made for the development. 
 
A member observed that the area in question for the proposed application was itself developing, 
noted the  benefits of the Carraw B&B to the area, commented on a recent members’ visit to the 
B&B on a non-planning event, agreed that other B&B’s in the area tended to be rooms in homes 
rather than be-spoke B&B accommodation providing the facilities the proposed development 
would, agreed with concerns about timber cladding but pointed out there were other timber clad 
buildings in the county and noted the moves afoot to encourage tourism in the Hadrian’s Wall 
area.  Though the member agreed with the proposed development in principle, they felt there was 
too much wood in the design and had concerns regarding screening. 

A member said they could see the benefits of the proposed development and with regard to the 
timber cladding, pointed out that this would mellow over the years and therefore, did not feel this 
was sufficiently large an issues to warrant refusal of the application. 

A member commented it would be unfortunate if the applicant lost the grant he had applied for 
but the Committee could only deal with the application presented before them and suggested that 
a way forward should be sought.  The member suggested that if a condition was imposed that the 
east gable was stone clad this would this be a way forward.   

The Legal Adviser reminded the Committee that they could impose conditions and that careful 
consideration was needed if these would substantially alter the scheme presented to them.   

A member said that the glass in the proposed development was double glazed which equated to 
a 6% increase in thermal insulation, if more stone was introduced thermal values would be 
reduced and looking at the design the member felt the wherewithal to achieve 10% energy 
savings were apparent.  

A member agreed with the comments about wood mellowing quickly and referred to the new 
observatory in Kielder in this regard and believed the main issues appeared to be the east gable 
end which could not be satisfactorily screened.  
 
The Legal Adviser quoted the following paragraph from the Government Circular 11/95 “The Use 
of Conditions in Planning Permissions”.    

“Para 84: If some feature of a proposed development, or the lack of it, is unacceptable in planning 
terms, the best course will often be for the applicant to be invited to modify the application (if the 
modification is substantial, of course, a fresh application will be needed). It may however, 
depending on the case, be quicker and easier for the local planning authority to impose a 
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condition modifying in some way the development permitted. The precise course of action will 
normally emerge during discussion with the applicant. A condition modifying the development, 
however, cannot be imposed if it would make the development permitted substantially different 
from that comprised in the application. It would thus be legitimate to require by condition that a 
factory proposal, for example, should include necessary car parking facilities, but wrong to grant 
permission for a development consisting of houses and shops subject to a condition that houses 
be substituted for the shops. Whether a modification would amount to substantial difference will 
depend upon the circumstances of the case, but a useful test will be whether it would so change 
the proposal that those interested in it would wish to comment on the modification.” 

The Head of Planning and Communities was asked for a view on whether a condition to alter the 
materials and appearance of the east elevation would be acceptable when considered against 
this advice. 

 The Head of Planning and Communities said that ordinarily she would be of the view that a 
condition changing the external appearance of a whole elevation would be unreasonable as such 
changes should be subject to publicity and consultation. The changes to the proposed designs 
that she had already accepted during the application process had only been accepted because 
the applicant had agreed to allow more time so re-consultation and publicity had taken place. 
However, as for this application there had been full consultation on two different sets of designs, 
and neither exercise had generated concerns from third parties; it was unlikely any third party 
would be disadvantaged through the use of the condition being considered. 

Members suggested there should be a short adjournment to let the applicant and his agent 
consider the suggested material amendment to the design to include the stone cladding of the 
east gable but it was not felt this was necessary as the agent confirmed the condition being 
discussed would be acceptable to the applicant.   

Cllr J Riddle proposed that the east gable end be changed from timber (cedar) cladding to stone 
cladding and that the application be approved with this amendment which was seconded by Cllr 
A Sharp.  

A member  suggested an additional condition be added regarding the necessity for the criteria for 
10% sustainability must be met.  The Head of Planning and Communities said that she had a list 
of additional conditions needed for approval of the application.   

A member returned to the issue of English Heritage’s comments on landscaping and screening 
and the agent said that landscaping required to be discussed further.  The Head of Planning and 
Communities reminded the Committee that a revised landscape scheme condition could be 
imposed in this instance but that English Heritage would need to be consulted if any planting was 
proposed. 

A member suggested a further condition be imposed relating to occupancy to restrict this to B&B 
occupancy and not permanent living accommodation. Another member said that grant conditions 
would have to be met and that this could be a criteria for the grant process. The Head of Planning 
and Communities explained that such a condition was not necessary as a new planning 
application would be needed if the building was to occupied as a dwelling-house in the future. 

 

The Head of Planning and Communities explained that if planning permission was going to be 
granted then a number of conditions would be needed. These would need to cover the following 
issues: 
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 Condition relating to final hard and soft landscape scheme including information on trees 

 Condition relating to external lighting, to protect the night sky 

 Condition relating to ecology mitigation required regarding newts 

 Conditions requested by the Highways Authority 

 Condition on achieving 10% renewable energy target 

 Standard materials condition 

 Condition regarding timescale of development 

 Condition on watching brief re archaeology matters 

 Condition regarding the change to materials for the eastern alteration 
 
The Head of Planning and Communities reminded the Committee of the officer recommendation 
to refuse permission as set out in para 6.2 of her report. 

Vote on the Proposal 
 
Cllr J Riddle proposed that the officer recommendation be overturned and that the Committee 
approve the application subject to the conditions listed above.  This was seconded by Cllr S 
Bolam and unanimously agreed by members.   
 
The reasons given to overturning the officer recommendation were given as  

 support for the proposal from the members present;  

 demand for bespoke B&B accommodation in the area;  

 less-abled accommodation required in the area.   
 
The Head of Planning and Communities pointed out that Members should consider the officers 
advice and reasons for refusal relating to design and visual impact. Members indicated that with 
the conditions discussed they considered the proposal acceptable in these regards. 
 
There being no further issues raised members  

RESOLVED to overturn the officer recommendation for refusal of the application and to 

approve the application subject to the conditions listed: 
 Condition relating to final hard and soft landscape scheme including information on trees 

 Condition relating to external lighting, to protect the night sky 

 Condition relating to ecology mitigation required regarding newts 

 Conditions requested by the Highways Authority 

 Condition on achieving 10% renewable energy target 

 Standard materials condition 

 Condition regarding timescale of development 

 Condition on watching brief re archaeology matters 

 Condition regarding the change to materials for the eastern alteration 

 
DMC2013 -016  Urgent Business 
 
There were no matters of urgent business discussed. 
 
Part One of the meeting concluded at 1125 and was followed by Part Two. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

PART TWO 

Exclusion of the Press and Public 
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The Chairman stated that the press and public were to be excluded for this part of the meeting 
and advised that members, before doing this, required to be satisfied that the public interest in 
maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing information.   

Cllr A Sharp proposed the exclusion of members of the press and public to this part of the 
meeting and this was seconded by  Cllr J Wilson.  Members of the public left the meeting. 

There being no further issues to discuss, members 

RESOLVED that under section 100A (4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the press and 
public be excluded from the meeting during consideration of item DMC2013-018(P) as it 
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. 

 
Members of the public withdrew from the meeting.   
 
DMC2013-017(P) Exempt Minutes of Previous Meeting  
  
There were no exempted agenda items discussed at the meeting held on 20 February 2013 so 
there are no exempt minutes.  
 
DMC2013-018 (P) Report on Development Management Enforcement Activities: Update 

on compliance and enforcement activity  
 

 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 recently 
completed compliance and enforcement activity. 
   
There being no further issues members 
 

RESOLVED that the report on Development Management Enforcement Activities be noted.  
 
The meeting, including Part Two, concluded at 1155. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
i
 Sandford Principle 1974: “Where irreconcilable conflicts exists between conservation and public enjoyment then the 

conservation interest should take priority”.    


