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From:                              Ross Anderson 
Sent:                               02 February 2012 20:25
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Objection to 12NP0002
Attachments:                 Tor_House_-_Objecton_Letter.pdf

Hello,

Please find attached a letter of objection to the planning application 12NP0002.

A hard copy has also been posted.

Regards.
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30 January 2012 

Response to Planning Application 12NP0002: Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead - 
Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house, incorporating laundry and storage 
facilities for proposed self-catering business on adjacent site 

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

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

We object the above planning application on the following grounds:

The proposed development is a very imposing building constructed over three stories and has 
a ridge height of 10.3m (33.79ft). To propose such a structure on an open hillside landscape is 
inappropriate development.  

As there no width or length dimensions on the submitted elevation drawings and with an 
instruction not to scale off these drawings, (the following assumption is based on a 168m2 
disclosed in the design & access statement), the proposed development would be 
approximately 8m wide (26.25ft) and have a length of 21m (68.9ft). This is a substantial 
building and will have a dominant impact on the settlement of Lanehead. 

The cumulative effect of this proposal with the already under construction ‘Longhouse’ 
development (10/NP/0022) results in an urbanisation of a once tranquil community 
settlement. The area proposed for development does not fall into ‘infill’ status as the site is 
located on the outer edge of Lanehead with no highway access.   

The large glass frontage and the viewing terrace will have a massive impact on the 
surrounding property of ‘Hunter’s Lodge’ in regards to loss of privacy and visual intrusion and 
also overshadow the newly created outdoor garden/entertaining area at Lanehead Village 
Hall.  

As a minor but relevant point is that part 21 of the application form does not show the total 
area (in hectares) of the proposed development. Also there is no access arrangement in place 
from the main highway as has been disingenuously shown on the drawings submitted.  

The pretext for this proposed development is to provide a place of work for the owners of the 
self-catering business approved by planning application (10/NP/0041). A section 106 
agreement has already been drafted to limit the occupiers of the proposed development as 
having met local needs criteria. While this may be true of the applicant there are no 
guarantees that this proposed dwelling could be sold for capital gain to a property developer 
who does not meet local needs criteria as proven in the recent sale of the ‘Longhouse’ 
(10/NP/0022).        
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Northumberland National Park (NNP) Development Framework 
Contraventions

The following observations result from analysing the Northumberland National Park Local 
Development Framework (NNPLDF).  

A Statutory purpose of Northumberland National Park is to: 

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

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

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

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

Policy 1 - Delivering Sustainable Development  

“In order to deliver sustainable development all development proposals will be required to be 
accompanied by a Sustainability Statement which will demonstrate the extent to which the 
development:”  

No detailed Sustainability Statement has been submitted for the proposed 
development. Without this document as required by Policy 1, an assessment of the 
development’s sustainability cannot be undertaken.  

   

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

As outlined earlier the proposed development is substantial in terms of size, scale and 
mass cannot in any way enhance the special qualities of NNP. With the proposed site 
devoid of any existing infrastructure new connections will be required to the already 
over stretched utility networks.  
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Policy 3 - General Development Principle 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The local community does not support this application as no benefit to local residents 
can be found. This proposal will infringe on their amenity enjoyment and introduce 
unacceptable levels of visual intrusion. The NNP have a duty to protect local 
communities where unacceptable new build development will have a negative impact 
on their day to day lives. 
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Policy 19 - Tranquillity 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Policy 20 - Landscape Quality and Character  

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

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

Policy 25 - Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency  

“The National Park Authority will require all new development, including conversions to:” 

c. “realise the potential for the generation of on-site renewable energy. As a minimum 
all new units of residential, employment, community, and tourism development will 
be required to embed renewable energy within the development to offset at least 
10% of the predicted energy requirements of the development.” 

The applicant has disclosed that solar panels and wood pellet boiler will be used in the 
construction but it is unknown to what extent these technologies will be implemented as 
no further details are revealed. There is no mention of other renewable technologies such 
as ground source heat pumps or combined heat and power (CHP) systems.  
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NNP Design Guide Observations

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

3. Understanding the Character of the National Park 

Windows  

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

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

Chimneys  

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

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

Gutter and Downpipes  

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

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

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

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

4. The Importance of Good Design 

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

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

5.6   Demonstrating high quality design and sustainable construction: 

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

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

5.9   Conserving water resources, air, and soils:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.1.1  Setting and Form 

Design Considerations – Within Settlements  

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

The proposed development does not ‘fit-in’ to the existing settlement of Lanehead due to 
numerous factors concerning the architecture of the building including inappropriate window 
size’s, a ridge height of over 10m (33.79ft) and in a prominent position in an open field with no 
natural screening.  

• “Carefully consider the height, scale and massing in relation to surrounding buildings;” 

The surrounding buildings are single story construction (‘Hunter’s Lodge’, ‘Sundown’ and 
Lanehead Village Hall) and the proposed development bears little resemblance to the existing 
architecture in Lanehead.  

6.5 Energy Infrastructure 

6.5.2  Solar Water Heating and Photovoltaic’s (PV) 

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

6.5.6  Geothermal 

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

Summary 

Based on the above observations I trust the NNP planning department will evaluate these 
valid objections and the proposed development’s omissions to form a view that will be 
satisfactory to the residents of Lanehead and recommend refusal of this application.    

Yours Sincerely 

Mr & Mrs Anderson
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From:                              Gary Hallberg 
Sent:                               05 February 2012 10:33
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Comment on Planning Application 12NP0002
Attachments:                 Response to Application 12NP0002.pdf

Importance:                   High

Please find attached my comments regarding 12NP0002.

Kind Regards,

Gary
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The Old Chapel 
Lanehead 

Tarset 
Hexham 

NE48 1NT 

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

Friday, 03 February 2012 

Dear Ms Taylor 

Planning Application 12NP0002:  Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead - Construction of detached 3-
storey, 4-bedroom house, incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business 
on adjacent site

Please accept this letter as my formal objection to the above planning application. 

I am not in any way against the principle of housing development within Lanehead and raised no objection 
to the development associated with application number 10NP0022.  This application was presented as local 
needs housing by the same developer and is currently under construction, following the sale of the land. 

However, I do object to this particular application for two reasons:  
I feel the existing application is not valid 
Were the development to go ahead, it would adversely affect the amenity within Lanehead as a 
whole.

Validity of the Application 

There are significant inconsistencies within the application and associated documentation that, in my view, 
make the application invalid.  I would request that the National Park planners respond appropriately to 
these concerns prior to completion of this planning process. 

Section 5 – Pre-application Advice 

The applicant correctly states that pre-application advice was sought.  However, the applicant states that 
only verbal advice was sought, from Jessica Taylor, relating to the design of the house and suitability of the 
site.  
However, the Location Plan, as published on the planning website, contains a written statement that a 
meeting took place on 12th January 2012 between the developer and park planners (one of whom was John 
Parker) and part of the function of that meeting was to discuss and ‘agree’ the boundary of the 
development.  
Why has the developer not disclosed that this meeting took place in the application form and why has the 
park accepted the application when, clearly, at least one additional meeting has taken place without full 
disclosure?  
I believe the application should be made invalid until the developer discloses fully the pre-advice given. 
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Furthermore, I believe it would be in the park's interest to clearly state the number and nature of meetings 
that have taken place in relation to pre-advice relating to this application. Planners have an obligation to be 
neutral and I find it astonishing that a National Park Planner could agree a boundary that obviously cuts 
across land which is not owned by the applicant.  A neutral stance by the Park would be to agree to nothing. 
By publishing this plan with the written data as is, I feel the park has shown bias toward the developer and 
is siding with them in what is an obvious attempt to bypass legal ownership of land. 

Section 6 -Pedestrian and Vehicle Access, Roads and Rights of Ways 

Section 6 of the application covers pedestrian and vehicular access and gives rise to several points which 
require justification by the park planners or, failing that, the application needs to be amended or 
withdrawn.  
The application states that there is a new or altered road required from the public highway.  This is true, but 
the current plans show access over private land not owned by the applicant.  I appreciate that access rights 
are potentially subject to agreement between the Village Hall committee and trustees and the developer, 
but I am also of the view that planning permission should only be allowed subject to a suitable agreement 
being in place.  
In addition to cutting across land owned by Tarset Village Hall, the development appears to cut across 
private land belonging to the owner of Hunters Lodge.   The Location Plan clearly shows the boundary of the 
development widening at the public road and this boundary, shown in red, cuts directly across the entire 
entrance of Hunters Lodge.  I understand that access agreements are the business of the respective land 
owners, but section 24 of the Certificate of Ownership, does not mention that the freehold owner of 
Hunters Lodge has been approached, referring only to the land owned by Tarset Village Hall.  
I find it difficult to understand why a park employee would ‘agree’ (as previously mentioned), this plan 
when clearly the access cuts across the existing entrance of an adjacent property.  The developer is fully 
responsible for the accuracy of plans submitted and we believe that there are sufficient inaccuracies within 
the development plan that deem this application invalid. 
The developer also states in section 6 that new public roads will be provided as part of the development. 
Why are these needed? Presumably these will be maintained with public money and as such I would ask 
that the park planner make it clear within a condition that no form of a barrier will be placed across the 
access to prevent public use and that all members of the public will therefore be able to use that road as 
they see fit. 
The developer also states in section 6 that the proposal does not require any diversions, extinguishments, 
and the creation of rights of way. This is not true as the proposed access would be over the privately owned 
land belonging to both the Village Hall and, potentially, of Hunters Lodge – over which there is no current 
nor historical right of way.   

Section 18 - All Types of Development: Non-residential Floorspace 

The developer makes a clear statement that no floor space is required for non-residential use and that all is 
used for residential purposes. However, the application refers to storage space and a laundry for an on-site 
self-catering business. Why has the application been accepted with this glaring inconsistency and surely the 
split between residential and non-residential floor space must be clarified so that this application can be 
judged appropriately. 

The Ecology Report 

An ecology report has been submitted in support of this application. I am of the view that a new survey and 
report should be submitted. The reasons to justify this view follow: 

The survey was undertaken on 24th February 2010 and at that time the author of the report stated that the 
quality of the data was affected by time of the year the survey was undertaken:  The quality of field data 
will be affected by the season of the survey, with some plant species only being evident or identifiable at 
certain seasons.   I therefore believe that a new survey needs to be undertaken at an appropriate time of 
the year (between May and August).
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Page 8 of the Ecology Report states the following regarding the legal obligations placed on the National Park 
Planners:   

C2 Legal Status of protected species - Planning Policy - Government Planning Policy Statement 9:  
Biodiversity and Geological Conservation states the following: 

Plan policies and planning decisions should be based upon up-to-date information about the 
environmental characteristics of their areas (Paragraph 1(i)). 

Much of the supporting reference material in the reports was produced between 2006 and 2008. My initial 
research within some of the bodies referenced within the report shows updated reports are available up to 
2011.  I would ask the Park Planner to explain what measures they have undertaken to ensure they are 
meeting their legal obligation with respect to biodiversity planning policy. I believe that the appropriate 
action would be to request a new and up-to-date survey. 

Amenity to the Neighbourhood 

• Electricity supply over the access 
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The photographs above show the current proximity of the village's electricity supply, sited on land 
belonging to the Village Hall, to the proposed access. The supply is sited directly in the line of the proposed 
access and would present a specific Health and Safety issue to users of the access.   

Users would potentially be the developer's family, guests using the laundry and storage facilities and 
members of the public using the road.   

Like all bodies that have the responsibility and power to make decisions, the National Park Planners have a 
duty of care not to make decisions that endanger the public. Therefore, we believe that no planning 
permission can be granted until – leaving aside the fact that land does not belong to the developer - the 
issue of a safe access is resolved.  This would mean either moving the access or re-locating the power 
supply pole. 

Also, I am of the view that should the development go ahead as proposed access that the amenity of the 
entire settlement will be affected.  Because of the numbers of people potentially using the access, 
significant volumes of traffic could be generated and there is a possibility that our power supply will be 
disrupted at any time in the event of collision with the power supply pole or its guy-line (which is difficult to 
see). 

Overlooking of existing properties 
I believe that the development overlooks the existing properties that lie along the lane adjacent to the 
telephone exchange. I notice that there are no screening plans associating with the proposal that would 
mitigate this. Screening is proposed as part of planning application 10NP0041. However, that development 
has not yet commenced and I am aware that planning applications must be considered independently of 
one another. Since no screening is proposed in this application then I believe that the scheme does not 
meet the current regulations regarding the overlooking of adjacent properties and as such should be 
rejected on grounds of loss of amenity. 

It is also obvious that the privacy of the adjacent property, Hunters Lodge, would be severely compromised 
as a high-level viewing window on the third storey of the building would directly overlook the owners’ patio 
and conservatory.  The proposed building is of a height that would make screening virtually impossible and 
would therefore be a gross invasion of the owners’ privacy. 
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The other privacy issue is its relative height and its proximity to the Village Hall.  The Village Hall received, 
fairly recently, grant money to construct a garden which is intended as a quiet place - for use by users of the 
Village Hall and by the community in general - to sit and relax.  The proximity, location on the hill 
immediately behind the Village Hall and the viewing windows all along the third storey of the proposed 
building would directly overlook the Village Hall and its garden.  This would seriously impact on the Village 
Hall in terms of its usage of the garden and the privacy of its users (particularly if they have hired the hall for 
exclusive use as a private venue).  There is also the issue of increased traffic and visitors to both the 
proposed dwelling and the self-catering development who would potentially be using the building. 

Core Strategy Policy 19 – Tranquillity 

There are several aspects to this development that, in my view, do not meet the criteria set out in core 
policy 19.  Core policy 19 is highlighted below: 

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

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

2. on the sense of openness of the National Park 

3. on the quiet enjoyment of the landscape. 

Whereas all the existing buildings within Lanehead blend into the surrounding landscape, this building is 
much taller than any existing structure within the vicinity. The highest ridge lines are about 8m within 
Lanehead compared to 10.3m for this development. The structure would be very noticeable from the high 
point of Donkleywood road and would detract from the sense of openness.  

Although the lower storey is at least partially below ground level, the site itself is on the highest hill within 
Lanehead and would dwarf the surrounding settlement as well as being visible for a great distance around 
the settlement.  To give some idea, the roofline of the building currently under construction is visible from 
some four miles away (near the settlement of Gatehouse) and the proposed building will be significantly  
taller because of its position on the crest of the hill. 

The developer states that there are currently three-storey buildings in the buildings surrounding the site 
within Lanehead but this is not true.  The buildings are all two-storey or single-storey dwellings.  Although 
one of these dwellings utilises the attic space, it is still a two-storey building. 

Cumulative impact of development 

The cumulative impact of the disproportionately large development associated with both 10NP0022 and 
10NP0041 will exacerbate the situation.  

Furthermore, the fact that the development has built-in bar in the non-residential guest area has the 
potential to impact on light noise and traffic.  

I believe the planning committee must consider the fact that the developer is a personal licensee holder 
and can easily hold events involving the sale of alcohol.  You only have to look at the one of the hundreds of 
leaflets distributed recently by the developer to see that he is currently promoting his business as suitable 
for stag and hen parties as well as quad biking (amongst other things).  Do these types of events really 
promote quiet enjoyment of the landscape or conserve and enhance the tranquillity and special qualities of 
the National Park? 

I believe the developer as not fully disclosed this fact within his application and that significant aspects of 
the proposed business use for this building have not been fully disclosed to the planner.  
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I trust the above is sufficient to allow you to register my official objection to the development and I look 
forward to receiving a response to my queries regarding the validity of the application. 

Yours sincerely 

Mr Gary Hallberg 
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From:                                         Sarah PH 
Sent:                                           05 February 2012 18:17
To:                                               DC Consultation
Subject:                                     Planning Application 12NP0002
Attachments:                          Objection 12NP0002.pdf

Importance:                            High

To whom it may concern

Please find attached my submission in respect of the above planning application.

I would be grateful if you could allow the ‘read receipt’ request so I know it has arrived safely.

Best regards

Sarah Hallberg
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The Old Chapel 
Lanehead 

Tarset 
Hexham 

Northumberland 
NE48 1NT 

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

Sunday, 05 February 2012 

Dear J Taylor 

RE: Planning Application 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 rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Bellingham, Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 1NT 

Please accept this letter as a formal notification of my objection to the above application.  I believe my 
husband has sent in his objection letter already but I have some different points to raise and would 
therefore be grateful if you could treat our objections independently. 

It is probably worth stating at the outset that I am in no way against the construction of new buildings to 
attract permanent residents into the area and I am also in no way against encouraging tourism or the 
creation of genuinely sustainable tourist activities which actively support local businesses and which work 
with the environment and countryside in a sympathetic way.  I love the area in which I live and am keen 
to promote and share the unique features that this specific part of the NNP has to offer. 

This application, however, I perceive to be unsympathetic to the area, to the local community and to the 
landscape.  I see it as completely inappropriate in terms of design, appearance, scale, location and 
prominence within the landscape, and feel that it should be considered in terms of its relationship with 
application 10NP0041 and its resultant urbanising influence upon what is currently greenfield land, and in 
terms of the negative effects of cumulative development when taken in conjunction with applications 
10NP0022 and 10NP0041 (both applications approved and both submitted by the same applicant).   

Design
There are a number of individual design features which currently form no part of any building within 
Lanehead and which are glaringly out of place even when taken in the context of the ‘varied architecture’ 
allowed as a result of past planning decisions (most in the 1980’s I believe…). 
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The applicant justifies the building as three-storey as he asserts that there are other three-storey 
buildings in the area immediately surrounding his land.  This is simply not true.  There are no three storey 
buildings in the immediate vicinity – there is one building which uses its attic space but it is a two-storey 
building.  Thus the immediate argument about precedent does not apply and a three-storey building of 
such a size would be completely incongruous within the settlement and within the surrounding 
architecture.  

I note that the lower storey of the building will be partially below ground level and this would, in theory, 
partially offset the unfeasible height of the building were it not for the fact that the proposed 
construction site is on the highest and most prominent piece of land within Lanehead. 

The fact that the building is partially below ground level also carries its own attendant design problems 
and the plans clearly show that a bridge would be needed to connect the guest entranceway and guest 
patio area of the design with ground level pedestrian access over the subterranean vehicular access 
route.  This is completely out of character with any form of surrounding architecture and would be highly 
visible and highly out of character. 

Study of the plans for the guest area lead to some other major concerns which I believe to be valid 
planning considerations: 

Provision of a bar (licensed or otherwise) 
Part of the applicant’s current business strategy (amply demonstrated by the applicant’s distribution of a 
large quantity of leaflets specifically stating this) is advertising his already approved development 
(10NP0041) for Stag and Hen parties and supporting events.   Since part of the function of the proposed 
application is to cater for that development, I feel that this is clearly a relevant consideration in the 
question of whether to permit the new the new application or not.  The applicant is a personal license 
holder and the plans clearly show a bar in the designated public space.  I therefore wonder whether I fully 
understand the context of this application? 

Under the original plans for 10NP0041, the administration of the business was to be run from the 
applicant’s current home, Greystones, and its outbuildings.  There was no mention of stag and hen 
parties (it was all geared towards ‘Ray Mears style adventure activities’) and there was certainly no 
reference to the provision of a bar.   Indeed part of the rationale for the application was to provide the 
local pub with increased custom and to ‘benefit the wider community’.  This is obviously no longer the 
case, completely negates the question of the new development providing any benefit whatsoever to the 
community and leads to very serious concerns about inappropriate noise levels and light pollution for the 
residents of this tiny hamlet. 

This noise and light pollution, along with the increased traffic attendant on the provision of bar facilities 
would also potentially impact on the users of the Village Hall both from the point of view of road safety 
and tranquillity. 

Changes to the function of existing application 10NP0041 
Should the application for the new house be approved, I am very concerned that the existing, pre-
approved entrance and parking arrangements for 10NP0041 would no longer be constructed as per that 
application but that the developer would route them via the new entranceway – and feel that the new 
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entranceway being stated in the application as a ‘public’ road for both vehicular and pedestrian access 
supports this concern.   

I am also very concerned that allowing the proposed building to be approved would significantly alter the 
function of the stated business aims of the original application 10NP0041 from the provision of fully self-
catering accommodation (with washing, laundry and social facilities provided in the multi-purpose 
bunkhouse) to a more hotel-like arrangement with the provision of laundry, storage and waste-disposal 
facilities as well as on-site events/entertainment and the provision of and/or sale of alcohol. 

I would also, on that basis, question the entire functionality of the bunkhouse since its primary stated 
purpose would be redundant if the new development were to be approved. 

Land Ownership and the Proposed Entranceway 
As you have been made aware, the proposed route of the entranceway to the new building would run 
across land owned by Tarset Village Hall.  Access across this land has been unequivocally refused on two 
occasions, prior to the application being submitted to the NNPA, when the TVH committee were 
speculatively approached by the applicant.   
I am aware that the question of access to a site is not necessarily a consideration when deciding whether 
or not a development is permitted in theory.  However, I consider that the relative size, position and type 
of access is of sufficient importance within the existing plans that any alteration to it would make them 
inaccurate to the point that the application could not be realistically considered if it were to go ahead in 
its current form.  I therefore feel that the application should be invalidated until suitable alternative plans 
showing a viable alternative entranceway have been presented. 

In addition, according to at least one version of the plans (which has been ‘agreed’ and signed by a NNPA 
Planning Officer at a meeting which was, incidentally, not disclosed in the application form), the 
proposed entranceway covers an additional parcel of land belonging to the freehold owner of Hunters 
Lodge which cuts across the entrance to his property entirely.   There is no mention of this in the 
application form or of any approach to the owner of that piece of land. 

Landscape Supplementary Planning Document (LSPD) 
The NNPA adopted its Landscape Supplementary Planning Document on the 14th September 2011 and 
clearly states that it will be used in the determination of planning applications. 

I accept that ‘the landscape of Northumberland National Park we know today has changed and evolved 
over time and will continue to do so in future’ however the key to that natural development process 
should surely be that any permitted development is appropriate to its surroundings and to the wider 
location in terms of its size, scale, location and appearance.    I feel that this view is supported by the 
NNPA’s statement ‘the Landscape Strategy will develop a framework within which this will happen in a 
way which does not erode what is special about the National Park landscape, but rather secures a living 
working landscape that reflects the way we live today, while respecting and protecting natural features 
and cultural aspects from the past’.

The LSPD also divides the Park into specific landscape types and makes recommendations which should, 
in theory, ensure that permitted planning applications both reflect and respect those landscapes.  It 
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states that ‘the distinctive landscape character is one of the things that makes Northumberland National 
Park a special place’ and that ‘the many people who visit and live in the National Park appreciate the 
stunning and varied landscape.  A key characteristic is its openness, with landscapes and horizons free 
from significant human intrusions which contribute significantly to the high levels of tranquillity’. 

The Upper North Tyne Valley, which classification includes Tarset, is classified as Rolling Upland Valleys 
and the Guidelines for Development state (amongst other things) the following: 
• The approach routes, key views and gateways to settlements should be protected from inappropriate 

development 
• Recreational development on the edges of settlements should not extend urbanising influences or 

uncharacteristic vegetation patterns into open countryside; 
• Man-made vertical structures which detract from the valley landform, create visual clutter or 

adversely affect the unfettered skylines which form the distinctive setting to these valleys should be 
avoided and any such existing structures removed where possible 

• Maintain the pattern of stone wall enclosures as part of the wider landscape character of the area 
• Any lighting should be kept to a minimum and installed effectively to protect dark skies. 

I consider that the new application contravenes many of the above guidelines because of its size, location 
and prominence - sited on the highest and most dominant feature of Lanehead’s landscape.  The building 
itself - although I note that the lower storey of this vast building will be ‘buried’ - is positioned on a hill 
which is so prominent that even the two stories which will theoretically be the only visible part of the 
building, will be the largest and most dominant feature of the whole settlement and will be visible from a 
great distance away in all directions. 

This is absolutely unacceptable, particularly when viewed in conjunction with the inappropriately large 
scale, hugely urbanising influence and huge cumulative impact of the two applications submitted by the 
same applicant which have already been permitted on the plot of land originally belonging to the 
applicant.

I also find it worrying that should this application succeed, the applicant would be allowed by the NNPA 
to effectively remove an enormous chunk (approximately 168m2 as far as I can ascertain) of the top of 
the most prominent hill in Lanehead, sited in one of the most sensitive and highly protected areas of the 
country and replace it with a huge, highly visible, obviously man-made and completely inappropriate 
structure which would dominate not just its immediate setting but the entire skyline. 

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

Best regards 

Mrs Sarah Hallberg 
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From:                              
Sent:                               06 February 2012 16:42
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          12NP0002
Attachments:                 Objection letter Tor house.docx

Dear Sir,
Please find attached my letter of objection to the above application.
As I regard this application as part of cumulative development of the same site I would like my comments regarding
applications 10NP0041 and 10NP0022 also to be taken into consideration.

Preston Hoggan

Snow Hall
Tarset
Hexham
NE48 1PA 

Please acknowledge receipt of this email
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Snow Hall 

Tarset 

Hexham 

Northumberland 

NE48 1PA 

February 5th 2012 

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

Planning Application 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 rear of 
Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Bellingham, Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 1NT 

Dear Sir, 

I am writing to formally object to the above planning application. 

This application has to be seen in context as it is related to previous 
applications by the same developer.  

Before I go into the detail of my objections however it is necessary to mention 
that an inaccurate map has been submitted with this application. The land 
shown outlined in red as belonging to the applicant contains land which is not 
his. He shows an area for access to the proposed property which actually 
belongs to Tarset Village Hall. There is no access to his land at that point as it is 
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part of the village hall car park. The applicant is aware of this and has been 
informed categorically by TVH that there will not be any access.  While I know 
that access issues do not necessarily concern this aspect of planning 
applications I believe that, given the size and position of this building and its 
relationship to previous applications 10NP0041 and 10NP0022, unless an 
accurate map with alternative access is provided the application as it stands is 
invalid. Incidentally the proposal also appears to transgress onto the 
neighbouring property’s access drive.

The Guidelines for Development in the Local Development framework and 
supplement have clearly been ignored or misunderstood in this application.  

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

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

‘ New built development should avoid creeping up the valley sides’  

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

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

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

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

The design is both inappropriate and intrusive and far from enhancing the 
natural beauty clearly detracts from it. It does not conserve the special 
qualities of the NP.  It uses materials that are not common in other buildings in 
the area and while the overall design may be quite acceptable and indeed 
viewed positively in some regions of Europe it is so clearly utterly out of line 
with any surrounding structures as to present as a potential eyesore. The 
proposed development is NOT sympathetic to existing buildings in any of the 
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criteria used in general development principles – scale, height, mass, siting, 
form, materials. 

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

The proposed house is so at variance with other buildings in the area in terms 
of size, design and prominence that its construction would amount to 
despoliation and defacement of the landscape. Any new build in villages is 
supposed sit without ostentation amongst its neighbours. There are no other 
three storey buildings in Lanehead and given the proposed location at the 
most prominent position in the settlement the three storey building would be 
completely out of place. The immediately adjacent buildings are all single 
storey. The attempt to suggest that the ground floor will sunk into the ground 
and thereby reduce the profile is hardly credible as the two and half metre 
deep trench that will have to be excavated in the hillside to reduce the 10 
metre plus ridge height will not only be ugly but will still allow all three storeys 
to be visible from the east and the west and for some considerable distance. 
Also to propose this immediately adjacent to Hunters Lodge and the 
community village hall is uncaring in the extreme. 

The proposal has to be seen as cumulative development in its relation to the 
previous two applications made by the applicant. This creeping development 
of open land will impact enormously and detrimentally on Lanehead. It was 
stated in application 10NP0022 that that house was needed by the applicant’s 
family. On approval the land was then sold. This application again suggests that 
the proposed house is for his family and business. This is even more 
concerning than the appallingly unsympathetic design and location. Previous 
proposals have indicated that the existing buildings at Greystones would be 
used to support the holiday village ( 10NP0041 ).    A close examination of the 
proposed building shows social space, a bar and laundry facilities – effectively a 
‘club house’ for the holiday accommodation – plus substantial four bedroom 
accommodation.  Given the applicant’s recent advertising literature suggesting 
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that the holiday village and bunkhouse venue would be ideal for hen and stag 
parties this presently tranquil spot in the National Park is under serious threat 
of further defilement. 

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

Preston Hoggan 

February 6th 2012 
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From:                              Neil Astley 
Sent:                               07 February 2012 10:58
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          12NP0002: Read receipt requested

Your server rejected my computer file. I have therefore copied and pasted my letter into this
email, and have put a hard copy of the letter in the post to NNPA at South Park.

DR NEIL ASTLEY • PAMELA ROBERTSON-PEARCE
Sheep Cottage, Lanehead, Tarset, Northumberland NE48 1NU, UK

6 February 2012

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

Your ref: 10NP0002

Dear Mr Taylor

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

Thank you for your letter of 16 January regarding the above application by our neighbour Rob
Cocker. We are writing to object to this development which further adds to the unsympathetic
urbanisation of our rural hamlet started by Rob Cocker’s bothy and bunkhouse development
(see application 10NP0041 which was turned down by the National Park but approved only on
appeal to an outside adjudicator).

The plans for the proposed house show a massively grotesque building which looks more like
a Mormon church than a Northumberland dwelling house. Contrary to what the applicant

Development Management Committee 
18th April 2012

DMC011/2012 12NP0002 Rear of Greystones, Lanehead
Page 31 of 89

Appendix 1 
Consultation Responses



claims, there are no other three-storey buildings in the district, let alone in the hamlet of
Lanehead, and this building would be completely out of keeping with the character of Lanehead
and must conflict with all the National Park’s design policies.

This would be a huge construction higher than any other building in the area and would tower
over the hamlet.

This building would overlook our cottage and we oppose its construction as an invasion of our
privacy. If the application were for a smaller house of similar proportions to others in Lanehead
and designed more sympathetically, we would not object to it. We do not see why the laundry
and service facilities which add a storey to the new house cannot be located in the barn behind
Greystones or in the proposed bunkhouse which is part of the holiday development or in a
single-storey unit which could be added to the development.

We realise that access is irrelevant in considering planning applications of this kind, but we
would point out that Rob Cocker’s plans show illegal access through land belonging to Tarset
Village Hall. He has been refused access across this land on previous occasions, and when he
created an illegal access point (the same one marked on his plan for this new development) by
breaking through the Village Hall’s boundary fence, the Village Hall committee incurred high
legal costs when they had to deal with this infringement and were eventually forced to block
this new access point by erecting a second fence in front of this gate. Rob Cocker has since
removed his gate and the boundary line he cannot cross has been reinstated.

Rob Cocker proposes that this building would service the needs of his holiday development,
and has been advertising that he will cater for stag and hen parties. By definition, stag and hen
parties involve alcoholic excess and rowdy behaviour. Even before the start of his holiday
development, Rob Cocker has allowed friends and others to camp on his land who have been
partying and disturbing the peace of his neighbours. It is well-known in our community that he
holds a personal bar licence and all his neighbours are concerned that he will operate a bar for
such gatherings, not only bringing noise and disruption to our peaceful community but taking
away business from the Holly Bush pub in Greenhaugh and the Tarset Village Hall, both of
these responsible licensees with long experience in controlling drunken behaviour. The Village
Hall’s continued viability is dependent on attracting enough bookings for its facilities, and any
competition from Rob Cocker’s enterprise would be detrimental to its future. 

Yours sincerely

Dr Neil Astley
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From:                              maureen mccracken 
Sent:                               07 February 2012 11:03
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          comment on planning application 12NP0002

We would llike to object to this planning application on the grounds that the house plans are totally inapproriate for the
area.  Three stories will dominate the landscape amd will be visable for miles.  It will loom over the village hall, the
village hall is used both during the day and in the evenings.  As you well know we have developed the village hall
garden (with help from the National Park) and it is used a lot in the summer, being overlooked by a three storoy house
would be inappropriate. Mr Cocker has no right of access to the plot through the village hall car park.  As he has
already a house in Lanehead is it really necessary for him to build a four bedroomed, three storey house?
From Maureen and Shona McCracken and Richard Ward.
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From:                                         Holland, John (HR EMEA) 
Sent:                                           07 February 2012 15:11
To:                                               DC Consultation
Subject:                                     OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION: 12NP0002

Please find attached our comments with respect to:

Planning Application 12NP0002: Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset - Construction of detached 3 storey four-
bedroom house

 We feel that this particular plan does not constitute appropriate development for this site on a number of grounds:

1. The plan is for a building that is very large, consisting of 3 storeys and is out of proportion for the intended site. It is in  a
very prominent position close to the highest point of the ridge west of the road and will be a dominating landmark
dwarfing all the other buildings in  the hamlet. There are no other 3 storey buildings in the vicinity, indeed most of the
adjacent buildings are single storey and consequently the visual impact will be even more exaggerated. The building will
be particularly obvious when viewed from the west, where it will clearly break the skyline. In addition, the footprint of the
building is very significant, and when the necessary groundworks are included, there will be a detrimental impact on the
environment.

2. The style of house, particularly with extensive use of glass, is totally unsympathetic to its immediate location, at odds with
the mainly stone and slate traditional buildings that surround it. Whilst there are other modern buildings in the area, we
feel they have little to commend them from a design and impact perspective and may not have been permitted under
present regulations. Bad decisions in the past are no reason to perpetuate bad decisions in the future.

3. The cumulative effect of this proposal should not be underestimated. This proposal is part of the ongoing plan for
urbanisation of the hamlet of Lanehead being pursued by the applicant, being the third in as many years, following on
from the Longhouse, the Bunkhouse and Bothies. This is also the second proposal the applicant has sought to justify on
the grounds of local needs. The first, The Longhouse, has been sold for development to a third party. Further opportunities
to pursue this path, namely to obtain planning permission in order to sell the site for development to another party, must
surely be contrary to the intent of the NNPA planning policies and should not be permitted.

We strongly object to the continued urbanisation of this tranquil, rural environment represented by this proposal for
development. It appears to be contrary to the National Park’s charter to conserve and enhance the landscape of the area for
which they are the custodians.

Yours Sincerely,
John and Jennifer Holland

Ivy Cottage
Lanehead
Tarset
Hexham
Northumberland
NE48 1NT
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From:                              Bobmilnetarset@aol.com
Sent:                               08 February 2012 11:18
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          TVHObjectionLetter12NP0002 (2)
Attachments:                 TVHObjectionLetter12NP0002 (2).docx

Dear Ms. Taylor
Attached is a letter listing the Tarset Village Hall objections to the above planning application. I would be grateful if you would
acknowledge receipt of this email. Thanking you in anticipation
Yours sincerely
Bob Milne
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Bob Milne (Chairman) 
Tarset Village Hall Committee 

c/o West Burnbank 
Greenhaugh 

Tarset 
Hexham 

NE48 1LY 

FAO:  J Taylor 
Northumberland National Park Authority 
Eastburn 
South Park 
Hexham 
Northumberland 
NE48 1BS 

08 February 2012 

Dear Ms. Taylor 

Planning Application 12NP0002: Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead.  Construction of detached 
3-storey, 4-bedroom house,  incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering 
business on adjacent site 

I am writing on behalf of the Tarset Village Hall Committee to object to the above planning 
application for the following reasons: 

1) Access arrangements; 
2) Loss of privacy; 
3) Flood risk/drainage of surface water from the proposed building; 
4) Effects of light and noise pollution; 
5) The new development cannot be considered as infill but is greenfield development; and 
6) Linkage to previous planning applications. 

Access Arrangements 

I previously contacted you on behalf of the Village Hall Committee via email on 14/01/2012 to make 
you aware of the applicant’s lack of any viable access route to the plot of land on which he proposes 
to construct this new phase of his overall plans for development of the land at Greystones.  

The committee are also aware that the question of obtaining access to a proposed building site is a 
matter for the applicant to pursue and is not normally a material consideration when determining 
the potential validity of an application.   

In this case, however, the fact that the applicant is not (nor will be in the future) permitted access 
over any land belonging to Tarset Village Hall means that the site plans would, we believe, need to 
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be significantly re-designed as the lack of access means that any exterior parking would also need to 
be re-thought – in short, the entirety of the external design would need to be re-drawn.   

The committee therefore believes that the plans in their current form are inaccurate to the extent 
that we feel they cannot be accurately considered by the NNPA and the Planning Committee and 
should therefore be withdrawn until a suitable alternative design showing viable access to the plot is 
presented. 

Loss of Privacy 

Tarset Village Hall is an exceptionally good example of an old-style Village Hall and is widely used for 
a great number of community activities and events.  Currently, it lies in peaceful solitude - isolated 
against a backdrop of an unspoilt hilly moorland field.    

 A few years ago, the village hall was extended to allow it to keep pace with the requirements of the 
community and at the time, the NNPA planning committee placed great (and completely justified) 
emphasis on retaining the character of the building and in minimising change.  As such, there were a 
number of strict limitations placed on the development including height restrictions, appropriate 
design and the materials to be used. 

In June 2010, Tarset Village Hall’s new Community Garden was opened.  The hard landscaping for 
this garden was created using National Lottery Funding and the plants in it were all donated by 
members of the community.  It was intended for use as a recreational space by users of the hall and 
by the Community in general.  Picnic tables and benches were also provided so that visitors to our 
lovely valley can sit in quiet contemplation and enjoy the unspoilt countryside surrounding the 
Village Hall.

The proposed development would be situated on the hill immediately behind and overlooking the 
Village Hall and with a ridge height of a full 10.35 metres, it would dwarf the Village Hall and 
dominate the entire skyline. 

Therefore the proposed new house would, due to its size, design, construction materials and 
position, completely overlook the Village Hall.  In addition its third-storey windows – stretching the 
entire length of the building - would fully overlook the Village Hall and its garden thus destroying the 
peace, privacy and tranquillity of the entire site.  Noise and light pollution from the new building and 
particularly from the public, non-residential ‘guest’ areas of the building would have a negative 
effect on the Village Hall and its garden. 

It is possible that our core business could also suffer as a direct result.  For example, we hold private 
functions such as private birthday parties which use both the Hall and the Garden and the fact that 
this new building would look straight into the garden would seriously affect the privacy of our users. 

Flood risk 

Currently water drains away from the hill via established field drains and water courses but we are 
concerned that any disruption to these natural drainage routes – such as digging into the hillside to 
create level standing for the partially ‘concealed’ bottom floor - would almost certainly disrupt these 
drainage channels.  This could pose a significant flood risk for the properties immediately adjoining 
the site – namely Hunters Lodge and Tarset Village Hall – which are lower on the hillside.  We would 
require full investigation into the ground works and provisions for site surface water drainage and 
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would require specific assurances that we would not be affected by run-off from the site either 
during or after construction. 

Noise and light pollution 

The committee have looked at the plans for the proposed building carefully and note that the public 
or ‘guest’ area contains a bar.  Whether or not this is used as a public bar, the fact that there would 
presumably be alcohol available on site to around 40 resident guests at any given time (plus or 
minus and visitors those guests might have) would inevitably lead to increased noise levels. 

This is of particular concern as there have been a large number of leaflets distributed locally (and as 
far as Kielder) which show that the applicant is advertising his new business to Stag and Hen parties.  
We do not think that this type of business is something which is in any way appropriate for a small, 
hitherto quiet area of the National Park and we are also concerned that such parties might provide 
unwanted intrusion into and disruption of private Village Hall functions.    
   
The guest area also has an outside patio area and a pedestrian bridge for guests to access the public 
areas of the building and all these areas would need to be lit for the safety of the guests.  Coupled 
with the outside ‘feature lighting’ from the adjacent self-catering business, light escaping from the 
glass-fronted bothies belonging to that business and light escaping from the glass-fronted guest area 
in the proposed development, this would mean a significant increase in light pollution in an area 
which currently lies in an area with the least light pollution in the UK (Dark Skies…..).    

Infill v Greenfield development 

The committee believe that new development would be greenfield development and we feel it 
cannot be considered as viable infill development as it is not of a similar size and scale as adjacent 
housing or surrounding architecture, it does not fill a small gap between a continuous line of built up 
residential frontage and it does not have access to a public highway. 

Also, as far as we understand, infill residential development does not require the subdivision of 
greenfield land, natural areas, or agricultural land.    

Consistency of linkage to previous Planning Applications 

The Village Hall committee understood that the original business plan on which the case for the self-
catering business rested was based on the premise that the business would be run from Greystones 
and its outbuildings.  If this is the case then surely instead of allowing a new building on greenfield 
land, the applicants should be required to honour their existing plans and/or adapt their existing 
property and outbuildings? 

I hope these points will be fully considered as part of the planning process. 

Yours sincerely 

Bob Milne  
Chairperson, Tarset Village Hall Committee 

Development Management Committee 
18th April 2012

DMC011/2012 12NP0002 Rear of Greystones, Lanehead
Page 41 of 89

Appendix 1 
Consultation Responses



From:                              Diana 
Sent:                               08 February 2012 17:01
To:                                   OG Development Control
Subject:                          12NP0002

Dear Planners,

I would like to support this application.

The area needs more housing as a lack of it is driving families away which I feel is a great threat to the future of the community.

The design has been well thought out and looks to me to be appropriate for that settlement, given that there is already a wide
variety of
Archicture.

Kind regards,

Diana Briggs.
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From:                              Unison Colour 
Sent:                               08 February 2012 17:45
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          planning application

Planning application 12NP0002. Land at rear of Greystones, Lanehead.

I would like to raise an objection to the proposed construction of a three storey building on land behind Lanehead
Village Hall.

It would appear that the  building would be considerably higher than near by buildings, even if it were partially
below ground. The construction would be
sited in a prominent position and would be seen from all round the valley. It would dominate the surroundings and
seriously detract from the beauty of the
surrounding Landscape. It would certainly not conserve or enhance the qualities of the National Park.

The design does not seem to have any relevance to buildings in the surrounding area and it would dominate the
settlement and especially the Village hall and garden.

Noise and light pollution could be very unpleasant for the Lanehead community and the whole valley. The
cumulative effect of the five bothies, large bunkhouse and three storey house with bar and party room would
drastically change the character of the settlement of Lanehead and the surrounding area and be of no benefit to the
community.   

Kate Hersey
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From:                              
Sent:                               09 February 2012 12:27
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Planning Application 12NP0002
Attachments:                 NNP Objection.doc

F.A.O. Ms J Taylor.

Herewith attached a copy of my objections to the planning application 12NP0002.

Please acknowledge its receipt.

M. J. Brodie
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Pit Cottage 
High Carriteth, Greystead 

Bellingham, Hexham 
Northumberland

NE48 2LD 

FAO Ms J Taylor
NNPA Planning Dept.

Northumberland National Park Authority
Eastburn

South Park
Hexham

Northumberland
NE48 1BS

Ref: Planning Application 12NP0002
Construction of 3-story 4 bedroomed house.

Dear Ms Taylor,

As a resident in the parish of Tarset with Greystead, I am writing to object to the above planning 
application.

My objection is based on two primary themes: 
The detail of the application itself and – 
The consideration of the design and placement of the house.

This application, as I know you are aware, is the third application from the same source, for the 
overall plot of land originally known as ‘Greystones’. 

On the 4th June 2010 an Application NP10NP0022 was made for the creation of a bungalow in the 
space between ‘Greystones’ and ‘Sundown’. The justification for this was ‘for the applicant to house his  
family’. This application was approved, and the applicant promptly sold the plot to a third party to develop 
for their own use, quite unrelated to the details within the application. One might be forgiven in suspecting 
that the original application privately foresaw this end, and was made purely for financial gain. 

However, in the following application, 10NP0023, the applicant cited that the business to be born 
from the application was to be managed and run, by the applicant, from the original building ‘Greystones’. 
Accordingly, and under this understanding, the application was eventually approved.

The scale and design of this, the third application, justified once again as for the applicant and his 
expanding family together with “incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering 
business on adjacent site”, simply does not ring true. Had the application been for that of a licensed social 
club to serve his planned holiday complex, with accommodation manager, bar area and recreation facilities 
it would have been believable. 

The fact that the house, described as a ‘family’ home, has the ‘children’s’ bed-rooms on the 
ground (subterranean) floor and the master bedroom on the top floor, two floors above, might seem, if ones 
children are particularly light sleepers, a good idea; but is not normal design procedure; as most parents feel 
the need to be able to be readily in contact with their sleeping children. The existence of a bar and social 
area supports the suspicion that the property is not intended, as described, solely a family home, but more a 
service centre for the adjacent holiday complex, and that the bar and social area described are intended to 
be open to the visiting public. Effectively a ‘Public House’ by any other name. I feel that this would not be 
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acceptable. If for no other reason than the impact that it would have on the adjacent properties. I think that 
whilst a conventional house might be acceptable to them, a ‘Club’, with all the potential problems that that 
might bring, would certainly not.

The applicant has let it be known that he believes that the development will be of benefit to the 
community. I think that this is mistaken, and if my suspicions about the real nature of the intended use of 
the house are correct, it will actually take foot-fall away from the existing businesses (notably the nearby 
village pub). As, even if the applicant’s building is only open to residents of the holiday park, the presence 
of social facilities ‘on the doorstep’ will be more attractive than using the local facilities.

Furthermore, the applicant claims that his development will encourage tourism within the NNP. 
Again I feel that he is mistaken in this belief. This project will do nothing to materially increase the NNP’s 
attraction to the general public. In truth, once again, this project is very much in danger of drawing business 
away from the existing accommodation providers in the area, which cannot be described as a benefit to the 
local community.

With respect to the proposed design and placement of this house, I am of the opinion that it is 
totally unsuitable in its scale, constructional materials and placing. Whilst acknowledging the NNPA’s 
stated acceptance, nay welcoming, of innovative architecture, that is obviously an intentionally vague 
statement. Within this statement there MUST be an amount of slack, as architecture is by definition a broad 
church. And within that slack, consideration surely must be given to the basic statement that any building 
makes. Elsewhere within the NNPA’s guidelines, it is said that a building must enhance the NNP. This 
building would not enhance Lanehead. It’s ridge height is such that, whilst the new house that has just been 
built adjacent to Greystones already dominates Lanehead, this new application will dwarf even it. The 
design statement that it uses a bastle as it’s initial reference is nonsense as, to the best of my knowledge, 
there are no such things as three story bastles. Whilst I acknowledge that areas must develop, I feel that 
such development must be controlled in such a way as to effect change on an area’s character in a way that 
is measured, not sudden. That, surely, is one of the reasons for the existence of National Parks. However, if 
this building is allowed to be built, it will (together with the other property enabled by the applicant) have 
changed the character of Lanehead with a bang. Previously, Lanehead was an open, uncrowded 
development with open space between the buildings, giving the visitor and resident alike a feeling of 
tranquillity and spaciousness. Given this development, Lanehead will have joined the large urban centres 
where the impression is that of buildings being crammed in together irrespective of the character of the 
area. This must be in contradiction with the tenets of the NNP. And his claim that he is about to create a 
‘rural oasis’ is quite the opposite of the truth.

As an aside to the above, the drawings that support the application are factually incorrect in that 
they show access to the site through a spit of land not owned by him, and through which there is no 
likelihood of him ever being granted access. A minor point, but one that should be rectified before the 
application be considered as its rectification will necessitate a substantial change to the application.

Due to the lateness of this notice of objection, I am sending it initially by e-mail, hard copy 
following by post. I would appreciate notification of its receipt.

(M. J. Brodie)
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From:                              jan ashdown 
Sent:                               09 February 2012 13:25
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          objection to planning application no.12NP0002
Attachments:                 map 24 Nov 10.pdf; letter to NNPA DC 09 02 12.docx

I attach a letter to the Planning Officer, objecting to this planned development, along with
an illustrative plan of land ownership relevant to the question of access.

I’d be grateful for acknowledgement of its receipt.

Many thanks

Jan
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Diamond Cottage 

Tarset 

Northumberland 

NE48 1RN 

February 9, 2012 

Ref Planning Application 12NP0002: Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead                              
Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house, incorporating laundry and storage facilities for 
proposed self-catering business on adjacent site

Dear Ms Taylor 

I write to object to these plans for further site development at Lanehead. I do so as 
someone with a considerable interest in sustainable development, contemporary design, 
eco building and architecture, and as a former resident of Lanehead. 

I am objecting for the following reasons, based on the policy criteria of the Park’s Local 
Development Framework which seem most relevant to this application.  

Policy 1 Delivering sustainable development

a) the development, however sustainable its build quality might be, does not enhance 
the Park’s special qualities;  on the contrary, it will impair them. 

Policy 3  General development principles

a) the special qualities of the National Park will not be conserved or enhanced by this 
development; 

b) its design and construction will not protect and enhance local character; its size and 
type are totally at odds with existing built form, and due to the siting, height and scale, 
could not be integrated with it; it would not protect open space or the setting’s amenity 
and character - rather,  it would damage them both irrevocably;  

c) it does not support the wellbeing of the local community which will undoubtedly be 
adversely affected in terms of visual impact, light pollution and increased noise levels; 
the development is likely to have detrimental effects on highway safety through an 
increased use of the site’s only access* onto a very minor road. 
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*It should be noted that the access depicted in the application gives an inaccurate version of land 
ownership; there is no current, intended or historical access through the Tarset Village Hall car park. 
( Land Registry’s  village hall land ownership plan is attached for verification ) 

Policy 5  General location  of new development

The claim of local needs is questionable. The applicant has a house nearby, and has 
already obtained planning to build a house for family usage using those criteria ( a 
development site  subsequently sold to a third party with planning in place).

Policy  14  A sustainable local economy

 In so far as part of this proposed building is to service the on-site ( but not yet built) 
tourism development (it is worth noting that the original plans for this facility did not 
include this location at  all and such services were to be provided either at Greystones or 
its outbuildings): 

a)the new business expansion will impact negatively on the special qualities of the Park; 

c)as a home based employment it will impact negatively on neighbours; 

(e.g. the advertised plans for stag and hen events; the presence of a bar on site). 

It is also worth noting that the original plans for the tourism development claimed it 
would benefit local business like the Holly Bush Inn. It is hard to see how this 
commitment will be realised when there now appears to be an on-site bar for the use of 
site guests. 

Policy 19   Tranquillity

The proposed development will not conserve or enhance the tranquillity of the area.  

a)it will add to the level of noise, traffic and light pollution in the area;  

b)it will compromise the openness of Lanehead, which has  already been sadly 
diminished; it will create a field which seems crammed with buildings, and will give the 
impression of haphazard developmental cumulation ; 

c)further development of the site will compromise the quiet enjoyment of the landscape 
for residents and visitors alike.  

Quiet enjoyment is as much the right of residents as it is for the benefit of visitors. It is a 
right that has been badly compromised by the planning inspector’s unaccountable 
decision to allow a sizeable tourism development in the very midst of a residential 
settlement. No such development should have been permitted in this location, and the 
decision remains an affront to local democratic process. This new development will 
compound that damage and further degrade the special qualities of the area. 
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Policy 20   Landscape quality and character

The proposed development will adversely affect the quality and character of the 
landscape.

In small settlements like Lanehead buildings are integrated into the general landscape, 
not something that dominate it. This development is out of proportion with all the 
settlement’s original buildings; it is out of sympathy with the general architecture of the 
settlement. This architecture is not consistent in style or period, but the original buildings 
are proportional to each other, well -spaced and sit unobtrusively in a fine and much 
valued landscape.

The very prominent location of the site for development will result in the new build 
dominating the area in a visually incongruous manner; it will be detrimental to landscape 
quality and character for miles around. 

As the Park’s Local Development Framework amply demonstrates, a house design is not 
something that can be assessed independently of its site contexts. The inclusion of a 
business purpose ( site services) in this building makes it additionally unsuitable for the 
proposed site. 

Houses of innovative design have their place in national parks, like anywhere else, 
provided that they are on appropriate sites and meet policy criteria.  This development is 
inappropriate for this site, and singularly fails to meet many important policy criteria: 
hence this objection.  

Yours sincerely 

inc. attachment 

Ms J Taylor, Planning Officer 

Northumberland National Park Authority 

Eastburn, South Park ,Hexham NE46 1BS 
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From:                              Penny Roper 
Sent:                               09 February 2012 15:10
To:                                   OG Development Control
Subject:                          Planning No: 12NP0002

Dear Sirs,

I am writing to support the above planning application on the grounds that there is already a dwelling next door to the
plot.  If the application is granted, it may help a young family to stay within the community.

Yours faithfully,

IP Roper (Mrs)
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From:                              Gerry Gregory 
Sent:                               09 February 2012 16:02
To:                                   DC Consultation
Cc:                                   
Subject:                          Comments on Planning Application 12NP0002

Dear Sir/Madam

I hope that it is not too late to include our objections to the above planning application.

We object for the following reasons;

1. The National Park has a building design guide and we do not believe that the proposed building fits
 within the guideline. A 3 storey house will swamp the surrounding buildings and remove any privacy
 of the neighbouring homes.

2. The National Park are obliged to conserve and enhance the natural beauty of the area. This planning
 application detracts from the natural beauty. The landscape will be changed forever with these buildings.
 They provide no enhancement of the surrounding natural environment

3. The Community Village Hall and garden will be swamped by the development. The Hall is in constant
 use and such there must be no new restrictions placed on the use of the Village hall. 
 The National Park need to consider the views of the community as stated in their Goals and Objectives.

Mr anr Mrs Gregory
High Newton
Lanehead
Tarset
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From:   Jane Watkins 
Sent:   09 February 2012 17:19
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        Comment on Planning Application 12NP0002

Redheugh
Tarset
Hexham
Northumberland
NE48 1NB

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

With reference to NNP Local Development Framework, Design Guide, Policy 3, 
section b - 

1.  The materials proposed, i.e. shiny metal roofing, ridges and window 
surrounds and red cedar window frames and doors are inappropriate to the 
surroundings and neighbouring buildings.
2.  The development is wholly inappropriate in terms of scale, height and 
mass.  The side facing the road is three storeys high, dwarfing both the 
adjacent bungalow and village hall, a unique historic building.
3.  The proposed development is located on top of a hill and will be visible 
from an extensive surrounding area, having an adverse visual impact in a 
pretty, traditional Northumberland valley.  We feel strongly that this will 
compromise the quality of the landscape.

Furthermore, this development, when taking into consideration the other 
planning permissions already granted for this site, would result in an 
unreasonably high concentration of buildings in an otherwise sparsely 
populated area.

David and Jane Watkins
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From:                              Ann & Steve Toon 
Sent:                               09 February 2012 20:59
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          12NP0002 objection
Attachments:                 objection.wps

Please find atached our objection to the planning application 12NP0002.

We are currently out of the country, and have been since early January, so have only just found out about this
application, and have had inadequate time to compose a full response.

We would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this objection by email.  The last time we filed a
response to a planning application, the email reply system at your department was not working correctly.

Yours faithfully

Ann & Steve Toon
2 Lanehead Cottages
Tarset
NE48 1NU
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Steve & Ann Toon 
2 Lanehead Cottages

Tarset
NE48 1NU 

9 February 2012 

Dear Sir/Madam

Re: Planning application 12NP0002  

Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead - Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom 
house, incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business 
on adjacent site

We wish to express our strongest objection to this planning application.  We would note that 
having been working in Africa since early January, we have only found out about this 
application in the last couple of days (February 7th), as Mr Cocker did not choose to advise us 
of his plans in advance. 

In addition to the specific comments below, we would refer to objections we previously 
lodged in response to Mr Cocker’s previous application for holiday development on the site 
(subsequently approved on appeal).  Our views on the unsuitability of this site for 
development remain. 

Size and scale of development

The large size of this proposed building is totally out of scale with Lanehead’s existing 
buildings, with the possible exception of the new ‘Longhouse’ building currently under 
construction (which is itself far too large to sit comfortably in the village - had we realised its 
size we would have objected to it at the time it was proposed). 

Not only would this be the first three storey building in Lanehead, but its site on the brow of 
the hill would make it extremely prominent, dominating the village and overshadowing the 
village hall.  The visual intrusion in this open landscape would be very significant. 

The combined effect of this proposed building, the Longhouse, the five self-catering bothies 
and the bunkhouse would be to urbanise a tranquil village, fundamentally altering the 
character of Lanehead.

We also do not consider the site to be ‘infill‘, as it is on the edge of Lanehead on an open, 
exposed hillside. 

Design

We consider the design of the proposed building to be wholly unsympathetic to Lanehead’s 
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existing character and the surrounding landscape. The design is in our opinion, strikingly 
ugly and inappropriate.

Loss of amenity

The proposed building will clearly adversely affect the visual amenity of the National Park 
for local residents and visitors.  Light pollution from glazed areas and outside lighting will 
add to the problem we foresee from the previously approved holiday development, 
particularly given the prominent nature of the site. 

Tranquillity is one of the most valued qualities of the National Park, and we fail to see how 
this proposed development could in any way comply with current guidelines on conserving 
tranquillity. We are concerned about the noise from parties, and the impact of vehicles 
coming and going, particularly at night. We are also concerned that as the proposed access 
route is, to our knowledge, not actually available to the developer, access may be sought from 
the Donkleywood Road, causing an even more considerable noise problem, and adding to the 
urbanising effect of the development.

In conclusion

The hideous design, excessive scale, and prominent site of this proposed building, and its 
detrimental impact on the character of  Lanehead, would seem to us to render the application 
wholly inappropriate and failing to comply with any number of local planning guidelines.  
Unfortunately we have learned from bitter experience that wholesale opposition from local 
residents, and well argued objections based on National Park planning guidelines, don’t 
always seem to count. This development would offer nothing positive for residents of 
Lanehead, other than Mr Cocker.  We are already living with the visual blight of the 
Longhouse construction, the removal of trees which we were led to believe would mask that 
building, and the unsightly destruction by Mr Cocker of old stone walls along the 
Donkleywood Rd.  We believe it is time to call a halt to further development before what 
remains of the tranquility and visual amenity of Lanehead is destroyed.

Steve & Ann Toon

9th February 2012
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From:                              eileen little 
Sent:                               09 February 2012 21:42
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Objection to 12NP0002
Attachments:                 Greystones planning application 12NP0002.doc

Please view our objection to 12NP0002 and send a 'Read Receipt'

Robert & Eileen Little

1 Lanehead Cottages
Tarset
Hexham
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1 Lanehead Cottages 
Tarset 
Hexham 
Northumberland 
NE48 1NU 

9th February 2012 

Re planning application 12NP0002  Greystones, Tarset.

Being residents of Lanehead we object to the above proposed construction.  We have studied the 
extensive information and plans on the national parks website.   

The first point we object to is the size and scale of the proposed family house.  The plans are for a 3 
storey dwelling which will tower above the single storey properties to either side of this site.  The 
proposed property even if set into the mould as illustrated will still be 3 stories high from 3 out of 4 
directions.  A very intrusive construction, set onto of the hill. 

The Longhouse that the applicants have already gained planning permission for is only 1 – 2 stories 
high as the upstairs windows are set into the roof line.  As this is under construction it is a huge 
building and sits quite high on the hill above our property.  If permission is granted for the 
proposed ‘Tor House’ the height of this would not be in keeping with any of the other properties 
along this side of the road. 

This proposed dwelling is not stated as being for local needs, nor could it be considered affordable 
housing.  The Longhouse when planning was granted was stated as being for a family member.  This 
appears to no longer be the case as it has been sold.  The proposed occupants of the dwelling 
already live in the area, their out buildings could be converted to provide laundry facilities for a 
business that is not yet up and running. An area of concern raised at the Lanehead National Parks 
Meeting last week was that it is better to reuse existing building, before permission would be 
grated for new development. If the applicant’s intent to run their business from this proposed 
dwelling, why was it not included in the original plans if it is essential to the business?   

The proposed dwelling has no access, we are aware this is not a planning consideration.  But 
consent to build without access would appear to be a waste of everyone’s time.   

A planning application in the village of Greenhaugh was to provide housing for local people and the 
material and designs were in keeping with the surrounding properties.  It was not allowed by the 
planning authorities a few years ago.   

Yours sincerely 

Mr & Mrs Little  
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From:                              DARRELL JACKSON 
Sent:                               09 February 2012 22:38
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Planning Application 12/NP/0002
Attachments:                 Tor House letter of objection 09.10.2012.doc

Dear Sir,
Please find attached an objection to the above planning application:

Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead - Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house, incorporating laundry and storage
facilities for proposed self-catering business on adjacent site

Regards

Sarah Barnes and Darrell Jackson
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PLANNING APPLICATION: 12/NP/0002

Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead - Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-
bedroom house, incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-

catering business on adjacent site

We have considered the above planning application and read the relevant planning 
documentation from the NP and National Government and wish to make the 
following objections.

Highway Access. The applicant states in section 6 of the application that 
new/altered vehicle access is proposed from the highway and indicates this 
on plan No 001. He has also completed section 24, Certificate B as this 
proposed access is over Village Hall land. Having spoken to Mr R Milne, the 
Chair of the village hall committee, I am informed by him that the applicant
has no right of access over that land and has been informed that he will not 
be given access. The planning application is thus incorrect regarding access 
to the site and hence the applicant should be required to resubmit the 
application with amended details of access to the site shown clearly for due 
consideration.

Accuracy of plans. Whilst not being an expert on interpretation of architect’s 
plans the elevations are clearly not correct on the applicant’s drawings. The 
south elevation clearly shows the main entrance through the circular doorway, 
yet on the west elevation the main doorway with its steps is shown to the left 
(North side) and the “bridge” to the mound, on the right (South side). I assume 
that this is the correct orientation, but the plans are not accurate and, as a 
result, difficult to interpret fully.

Sustainable development. We have been unable to find a Sustainability 
Statement with the application, but the development can in no way be 
regarded as “Conserving and enhancing the special qualities of the National 
Park” as required in Policy 1. The size, location and prominence of the 
building is totally contrary to this NNPA statement. Despite the building being 
“dug into” the hill top, it remains a 3 story building which is unlike any other in
the area and will dominate the skyline from all angles. There are no other 3 
story buildings in the area, and, whilst they are diverse in character and 
design, the existing buildings in Lanehead sit comfortably within the 
landscape and do not “stick out” in terms of size, scale or location. (The only 
exception to this is the new Long House, currently under construction, which 
was the subject of a previous application by the applicant, and it is now clear 
just how big this building is and how much it “overpowers” the surrounding 
buildings.)

The size, location and prominence of the building is also contrary to many of        
the guidelines in the recently adopted Landscape Supplementary Planning 
Document of the National Park. This is particularly so in relation to ”key views”
and that manmade structures which “detract from the valley landform, create 
visual clutter or adversely affect the unfettered skylines which form the 
distinctive setting to these valleys” should be  avoided.
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The building will require the removal of a massive amount of earth due to its 
proposed location and the subsequent building of large retaining gabions on 2 
sides. This surely does not, ”Make efficient use of land, materials and 
infrastructure” as required in Policy 1 section b. The excavation of this soil on 
the North side will also damage roots of the trees in the adjoining property –
Hunters Lodge, as the trees are right up against the boundary fence.

General Development Principals. The proposal fails in a number of areas of 
this Policy (3). The special qualities of the National Park are not being 
enhanced by such a large, prominent building. The local character and 
distinctiveness is not protected as the building will not integrate with the 
existing built form in terms of scale, height, siting and form. By any 
measurement, it is a very large building.

Affordable housing. Whilst this application is for a single house for the 
applicant and his family we feel that the application should be viewed in 
association with the applicant’s previous 2 applications (10/NP/0041 and 
10/NP/0022) which have been approved. The overall area of the site is well 
over 0.1 Hectare (1.6 hectares) and the original application for the Long 
House was for the applicant’s relatives, for whom he claimed there was a
local need. This site was sold to a family who already live in the area, but this 
local need requirement was not imposed. The new application is for the 
applicant’s growing family and we are concerned that this application 
represents a “creeping development” of housing with no requirement for the 
affordable housing element to be imposed if these applications had been 
submitted together. We feel that the National Park has a duty to ensure that 
this gradual piecemeal development of housing is monitored to prevent any 
further applications “for local need” for family and then the site being sold on.

Design of the house. Many of the design features of the house are not 
compatible with the recommendations of the National Park Design Guide. For 
example windows “should be of timber sliding sash construction”, but the 
windows have large single glass panes. The roof does not have “simple 
detailing” but uses metal on the ridge and around the edges. Most importantly, 
the building does not fit in with the “rhythm and form of the existing buildings” 
due to the scale, size and location.

We would not like to be considered as NIMBYs (or even worse BANANAs!), and fully 
support the recent application for a development at Thorneyburn which is well 
thought-out, appropriately located within the landscape, the materials used in 
construction of its semi-permanent structures is appropriate, and the structures 
themselves will blend in with the surrounding countryside and will neither destroy nor 
permanently scar the landscape. It should become an asset to the Park and the local 
area and bring benefit to the community.

The application for Tor House shows none of the above qualities and, if approval 
was given, it would remain as a monument to bad decision making by the National 
Park. The construction of Tor House would require removal of a massive amount of 
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soil from the top of a hugely visible hill, in order to partially bury the lowest floor 
underground, whilst still meaning it will be the most visible and obviously man-made 
object for miles around. It is too big, in an unsuitable place and the wrong design for 
a property in the National Park. 

We hope you will take these genuine concerns into consideration when debating the 
merits of the application and would be pleased to clarify any comments if needed.

Yours sincerely

Darrell Jackson and Sarah Barnes

Snowhall Cottage

Tarset
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From:                              Rex Cooper 
Sent:                               10 February 2012 10:00
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Emailing: RAC.12NP0002
Attachments:                 RAC.12NP0002.pdf

Dear Ms Taylor

REFERENCE 12NP0002

Please find attached letter containing our comments and objections to this proposal.

Kind regards

Rex Cooper
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CAPTAIN REX AND MRS PATRICIA COOPER 
Newhouses  Tarset  Hexham NE48 1PA 

Ms J Taylor 
NNPA
Souuth Park 
Hexham NE46 1BS                                                                        9th February 2012 

Dear Ms Taylor 

REF 12NP0002 – CONSTRUCTION OF THREE STOREY HOUSE AT LANEHEAD

 We own the fell (field number 2494) which adjoins the field in which the 
development is proposed, and our C18 farmhouse is situated in the NW corner 
of that field. These two fields form part of a green corridor that runs from 
Tarset Castle to Greenhaugh Wood, and this is most important for wildlife and 
preserving the unique character of the dispersed settlement of Lanehead. 
Indeed, field number 2494 is kept in an uncultivated state particularly to 
support the local owl population. 

 This landscape has been shaped over many centuries by the needs of defence, 
then droving and farming, settlement and agriculture. Building has always 
taken place on highways, from the earliest drove roads to the more modern 
roads of the Victorian era and later. As the entire settlement is formed over 
valley side early buildings were placed where there was level land, and these 
two factors have largely made the patchwork landscape that is so apparent 
today from the air. No buildings were ever placed in the middle of a field, nor 
has any field been given entirely over to development until the Inspector’s 
decision to allow the holiday complex under 10NP0041. We remain strongly 
opposed to continuing development at the application site, beyond the limited 
infill of gaps envisioned in earlier policy documents. For these reasons we wish 
you to take into consideration our earlier objections to development at this 
site under Ref 1NP0041, for many of the points are equally relevant to the new 
proposal. (Annexed)  
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Turning to the proposed utility/dwelling, we can find no resonance with any 
policies spelt out in the LDF – indeed many aspects are totally contrary to 
expressed policy. The building is huge – the tallest ever in Lanehead, and 
placed on the highest point at the centre of the hamlet it would be as 
conspicuous in the landscape as the Penshaw Monument. Even if one accepted 
the principle of development on this site it is wholly wrong and inconsiderate 
to place a three storey building in a group of single storey structures. In our 
opinion its size and mixed use (domestic dwelling plus service plus hospitality) 
will serious detract from the enjoyment and privacy of adjacent properties, 
and affect the community’s use and enjoyment of the very popular Tarset 
Village Hall. We therefore note formal objection to this application. We also 
understand Article 11 notice has been served on the committee of Tarset 
Village Hall, in respect of property of the charity required to access the 
development site. While such matters may not normally affect planning it 
should be noted the land in question is subject to a restriction in favour of the 
Big Lottery Fund, whose consent would be required in addition to that of the 
Charity Commission.  

It is most unfortunate that the developer has chosen a sequential process to 
developing the whole site even though the constituent buildings are linked 
through business and occupancy. The cumulative effect is (in our terms) a 
major development without the additional checks and consultation that should 
have accompanied major proposed changes to the settlement and its life. If 
this continues, residents will naturally be concerned that creeping urbanisation 
is taking place. Bearing in mind the nationally expressed duty to place 
conservation and the wellbeing of communities above development, where 
there is a conflict, we believe the NNPA should refuse this development. 

Yours faithfully 
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ANNEX
From: "Rex Cooper" 

To: <dc.consultation@nnpa.org.uk> 

Subject: Planning Application 10NP0041 

Date: 12 August 2010 13:52 

PROPOSAL TO BUILD FIVE HOLIDAY CABINS AND A BUNKHOUSE AT GREYSTONES

Thank you for your message dated 22nd July 2010. We have again studied the proposals, 
submissions and drawings and now write to inform you we wish to object to this development on 
the following grounds: 

1.. Impact on the settlement. This proposal would change the character of the settlement and bring 
a substantial visitor population. Lanehead would cease to be the safe, quiet and inclusive community 
it presently is while we can see no benefit accruing to the residents. Employment opportunities are 
very slight outside the developer's family, and are low skill and part time.  

  2.. Impact on the landscape. The buildings are of contemporary design and do not merge or blend 
with the predominant housing style (mainly stone/slate Victorian and earlier). The bothies 
particularly will be a dominant feature in the landscape when Lanehead is approached from the 
Donkleywood Road, and the glazed west facing elevations will very likely glitter in sunlight (as well as 
being highly visible when lit). It appears that guidance in the New Build Design Guide has not been 
followed. These are substantial buildings and their striking appearance will be markedly visible from 
Tarset Castle and other important vantage points of local heritage.  

  3.. Facilities and Infrastructure. Highway access to the site is difficult (none exists at present) and 
will likely cause conflict, noise and congestion. There are no visitor attractions  and no public 
transport. Local power supply is fully stretched requiring some reliance on other forms of heat and 
power generation. Wind power remains an option for the developer  but we believe this will be 
visually and audibly intrusive and carry risks to surrounding properties, life and wild life, with bats 
particularly affected.  

  4.. Pollution. The development will cause noise and  air pollution through extra cars, visitor 
activities and light pollution. The developer proposes to heat the cabins with wood-burning stoves; 
such levels of particulate generated up-wind from our house would cause difficulty for me as an 
asthmatic. Presently there is only one street light in Lanehead but the plans for lighting and the 
requirement of disability access regulation would greatly increase light levels in this location.  

  5.. The natural environment and wild life. The loss of open space and wild life habitat would be 
greatly regretted and given the nature of the development and the major and intrusive  earthworks 
it is difficult to see what mitigating measures could be put in place. There is bound to be disturbance 
to red squirrels, and to barn owls which are seen regularly on the west facing sides of the valley 
here. Our adjoining field (number 2494)  has been set aside in order to encourage the small mammal 
population and natural ground cover, and this in turn helps  the local barn owl population and 
provides other ground nesting opportunities. These fields form an important wildlife corridor 
stretching from Tarset Castle to Greenhaugh  Wood, and the benefits are bound to be diluted or 
diminished by the proximity of the holiday buildings, and their effect upon the natural environment.  

  6.. Drainage. The development field drains to a ditch running northwards along the lane, thence 
piped under Sheep Cottage garden and into our land in field number 1200. In wet weather these 
arrangements cause standing water to accumulate at various points from Drovers House to our land.  

Development Management Committee 
18th April 2012

DMC011/2012 12NP0002 Rear of Greystones, Lanehead
Page 67 of 89

Appendix 1 
Consultation Responses



The proposed pond and any natural effluent treatment from the holiday properties would cause 
greater difficulties, nuisance and smell.  

  7.. The front elevation of our house faces the development site. The close proximity of the 
proposed bothies would deprive us of privacy and visual amenity. 

Taken together we believe this development does not accord with policies set out in the LDF for 
sustainable development or sustainable tourism while offering nothing beneficial to the community, 
the environment or the special qualities of the National Park. We can see nothing in the previous 
government policy for the Countryside (PPS 7) nor in the Coalition policies (and Green Paper) which 
suggest this scheme deserves any support. We have done everything possible to conserve and 
improve the landscape and planting (with the help of the NNPA) in this very old upland small holding 
and we are most concerned at the possibility of the quality of the natural environment and the 
tranquility of the area being degraded by wholly inappropriate development - the very qualities 
which bring visitors to the Park. We strongly object to Application 0041 and do urge that the NNPA 
do take full regard of the strength of local opinion, in accordance with principles of Open Source 
Planning - where, inter alia, communities take the lead in shaping their own surroundings. 

Rex Cooper    Patricia Cooper 

Newhouses (Loanhead Farm) 

Tarset 

Hexham NE48 1PA 
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From:                              tracey varty 
Sent:                               10 February 2012 10:44
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Re Application 12NP0002

Dear Sirs

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

With reference to your letter received, advising of the above application, we are writing to make you aware of our
objections to the proposed dwelling.

We understand from the application that the applicants intend to live in this new property, to meet with their family
needs and to enable them to run their business. However, we fail to see how there is a new local need for housing, as
the applicants already have housing in this same area - on the opposite side of the land from their new proposal.

The applicant had previously applied and gained planning permission to build a Longhouse in this same area, and part
of that application was for a family requirement for accommodation.  As soon as this permission was granted, this plot
was then sold on to a third party - implying that this family need did not exist.

The plans show that a laundry and storage area are to be incorporated into the building to enable the applicants to
run their business.  The area allocated for this within the plans does not seem to have been given much space within
the building, and therefore we have concerns as to whether it is a facility to be put into use or that the inclusion of this
is merely to add weight to an application for a dwelling, that is not necessary in the area. If a laundry and storage area
are required for the business, why does it have to be incorporated within a 3 storey building?

If the applicants feel the need that a larger property is required to enable them to run their business, then why did they
not relocate to the first plot, for the larger Longhouse, instead of selling it off once planning permission granted - after
all, this was supposedly for the family need for accommodation in the area.  This gives us concerns regarding the
eventual use of this new proposed dwelling.

The new vehicle access suggested for this building, is coming out onto the main road through Lanehead.  I have
concerns for safety regarding this as it is a fairly busy road already with timber wagons and motorcyclists and feel any
further access to the main road in that particular area, would create a larger safety problem than that which already
exits.

It is also concerning that quite a lot of the information provided with this application relates to the business and
Longhouse.  Most of this is not applicable as the Longhouse no longer belongs to the applicant and not relavent to the
current application.

According to the information provided, permission was granted for this business in March 2011 with trading expected
to commence Spring 2012. As yet, there is no sign of this business being up and running and feel that permission for
this new property should not even be considered until it can be proven that this venture takes off, and proof that a
laundry and storage facilities are required - at which point, we would still raise our objections to the new dwelling as
there is still no need for a further dwelling.

The proposed building would have a large impact on the local area - and not, we feel, in a good way.  Externally, the
building does not reflect anything that you would associate with being within the National Park area.  We feel that this
development and new proposal is going to spoil the character and landscape of the area, and the community as a
whole.
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When we moved to this area, it was no so that we could be surrounded by large unnecessary buildings, and  now feel
that the area is going to change dramatically, and not for the better.  We feel that let down by the planning departments,
who grant planning permission, allowing unnecessary developments like this to go ahead.

According to the analysis included in the information provided this new dwelling would create a rural oasis and be of
benefit to the local community.  We fail to see how this dwelling will create either of these, as it only appears to
benefit the applicants.

Again, from the information provided, which states that this project should be a precedent for future projects - we
sincerely hope, that for the sake of the National Park and local residents, this does not become a precedent of things to
come.

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

Please confirm receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully

Mr A Varty, Mrs T Varty, Mr Z D Varty
Tarset View
Lanehead
Tarset
Hexham
Northumberland
NE48 1NT
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From:                              R&K Wood Planning LLP 
Sent:                               10 February 2012 14:06
To:                                   OG Development Control
Subject:                          Application 12NP0002 - Submission of Comments
Attachments:                 LRA Letter 2012 re 12NP0002.doc

Dear Sir/Madam

I write with reference to the above.  Please find attached a word text version of our submission which is made on behalf Lanehead
Residents Association.  A hard copy will be sent to you in the post as well.  I look frowrd to acknowledgement of receipt in due
course.

Kind regards

Robin Wood

R & K Wood Planning LLP
1 Meadowfield Court
Meadowfield Industrial Estate
Ponteland
Newcastle upon Tyne
NE20 9SD

T. 
M.
Email. 
Web. 
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Our Ref: LHRA/12/01
Your Ref: 12NP0002
Date: 9.2.12

Ms Jessica Taylor
Planning Department
Northumberland National Park Authority
East Burn
South Park
Hexham
Northumberland NE46 1BS

Dear Ms Taylor

12NP0002  - Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead - Construction of detached 3-storey, 
4-bedroom house, incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering 
business on adjacent site

I write with reference to the above application on behalf of The Trustees of Lanehead 
Residents Association. I have been instructed to submit comments in relation to this 
application on behalf of the residents association who represent residents within the village and 
wider community of Lanehead.   

This letter is submitted as a letter of objection to the proposals and will consider the general 
acceptability of the proposal and the specific issues affecting the area and its residents.  For 
ease of reference consideration of the various issues relating to this development are broken 
down into sub headings.

Principle of Development.

The principle of development is primarily addressed with reference to Core Strategy policies 5, 
9 and 10.  Policy 5 identifies Lanehead as a centre for local needs development, whist policy 9 
directs that housing should be located in the most sustainable locations, of which Lanehead is 
one.   In this respect the principle of housing development in Lanehead is recognized as being 
broadly acceptable.

The acceptability of the proposal is therefore required to be further considered in the context of 
Policy 10.  The reason for this is clearly stated in the supporting text in paragraph 7.12. of the 
Core Strategy.

It states:

While it is essential to assist in the provision of housing to meet local needs, there is only 
limited scope for residential development within the Park if its special qualities are to be 
conserved and enhanced. Environmentally acceptable development sites are a finite resource; 
where such sites exist they should be targeted to meet local needs. The policy approach is 
therefore to restrict new residential development, including conversions, to that which is 
required for people meeting the local need criteria. 
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This supporting text would suggest that this clearly indicates that housing sites are such a finite 
resource in the National Park, that the local need justification for their development, with regard 
to the proposed occupier, is a material consideration in the applications assessment.

This point was the subject of extensive correspondence between this practice, the LPA and its 
Chief Executive following the 2010 grant of permission for a dwelling to the same applicant, on 
land immediately north of Greystones. (10/NP/0022).  The LPA position following the grant of 
that permission was that despite a detailed assessment of the proposed occupier being 
undertaken as part of the assessment of the application, as evidenced in the committee report, 
an applicants ability to meet local housing need criteria was not a material consideration 
relevant to its determination.  The key consideration the LPA contended was an applicants
willingness to enter into a S106 agreement regarding local occupancy.  Providing this was 
forthcoming, the LPA further contended that Policy 10 did allow speculative development of 
dwellings, without a local need having to be proven.

It is our contention that this position on the application of policy remains flawed.   The evidence 
of the assessment of the previous dwelling application and the specific reference in paragraph 
7.12 of the core strategy to sites being targeted to meet local needs, all indicate that dwelling 
proposals will and should be assessed rigorously, pre determination, with regard to the 
applicants ability to meet local needs criteria.

In this policy context it is considered that the need for the current dwelling as proposed in this
application has not been proven.  The Local Need criteria which are potentially applicable to 
Mr. Cocker are very limited and it is not clear under which criteria the current dwelling is being
proposed.  Of the 6 criteria, criteria ii,iii (in the absence of an established business)v and vi are 
not relevant.  Criteria i) is not relevant as the proposal does not represent the formation of a
separate household.  i.e. a new household being formed separate from an existing one e.g. by 
a young newly wed couple or divorcee leaving their existing parental or marital home.  This 
therefore leaves criteria iv) which refers to households living in a permanent dwelling which is 
inter alia over crowded.   It is noted that the applicant has made reference in the supporting 
statement to the need for additional space for his family.   This however is not the same as 
overcrowding and in this respect it is not considered that a case for a new dwelling in 
compliance with the local need criteria has been established. Additional information must be
submitted in order to demonstrate compliance with the needs criteria, as is the case in the 
S106 agreement with reference to any proposed new occupiers of a local needs dwelling.

With regard to the requirement  to prove local need it also relevant to consider why a further 
new dwelling is required by the applicant, when consent for a new dwelling had already been 
secured in 2010 at the Longhouse site. (10NP0022)   In correspondence from the LPA of 
10.11.10, it was confirmed that notwithstanding the information contained in the original 
application regarding the dwellings proposed occupation by the applicants mother, the LPA 
had now established that the dwelling was to be occupied by Mr. Cocker himself.   In this 
context it is clear therefore that Mr. Cocker had already secured permission for a detached 4 
bedroom dwelling within Lanehead.  Notwithstanding this and the need now being claimed, Mr.
Cocker sold the building plot to a Mr. Turnbull of Bellingham.   It is the sale of this plot which 
has now led Mr. Cocker to seek permission for another new dwelling. It is considered that 
where permission will only be granted for local needs housing, the circumstances related to the 
disposal so recently of a consented site, is a material consideration which is relevant to the 
assessment of this application.

Given paragraph 7.12 and its clear statements on the scarcity of developable sites, it must be
questioned if a genuine local need for this new dwelling now actually exists.   The applicant
has clearly already disposed of a site which could have met the need which is claimed to justify 
this new dwelling.  In the absence of compelling information on why the previously consented
site was disposed of, it is not considered that need for this new dwelling can be demonstrated.
The principle of development in the context of Policy 10 is not therefore proven.
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If in the alternate the LPA continue to maintain that Policy 10 and the local need criteria are not 
required to be assessed or satisfied pre determination, then the implication is that speculative 
development of this type of aspirational housing, purely for fund raising purposes, is 
acceptable within the National Park.    It is considered extremely difficult for the LPA to sustain 
an argument which suggests that policy has been formulated in order to facilitate the type of 
development now proposed, in the context of a similar previously approved development, 
which has already been disposed off.  

When considering the principle of this development, a relevant material consideration, must 
also be that the previously approved Longhouse dwelling, was justified on near identical
grounds.  A review of the submitted application and subsequent committee report clearly
demonstrates this.  The current and earlier justification related to formation of a dwelling to 
serve the adjacent, as yet un commenced, holiday development. If the LPA accept such a 
justification a second time without question, there is potential for exactly the same commercial 
disposal of this second site for which consent is now sought. This has two effects, it removes 
another potential site which could serve genuine local housing need and it leads to the 
potential for a further third application for a new dwelling.  Again it must be questioned if the 
LPA does intend that Core Strategy Policy 10 enables development of this type.

One further point relating to the principle of development is the applicants submission of a draft 
S106 agreement as a material consideration, which they request be considered as part of their 
application.  As a material consideration promoted by the applicant, the ability to adhere to the 
requirements of the S106 must be considered.  This is reinforced by the LPA correspondence
in November 2010 which advises that an applicants willingness to enter into a S106 is the key 
material consideration in the assessment and determination of applications for local needs 
housing.   

In this respect the previous S106 related to the 2010 consent is a material consideration, with 
regard to whether its content is likely to be able to be complied with in the new dwelling.  With 
regard to the previously completed S106, confirmation from  the LPA has been requested that 
the applicant has lawfully disposed of the previously consented site in compliance with the 
requirements of paragraphs 1.2 and 1.4 of the Second Schedule of the S106, relating to the 
sale of the site to Qualifying persons.   If the sale has not been to a Qualifying person who 
meets local needs criteria, this would further indicate that the proposed new dwelling is surplus 
to local needs requirements.

In this context it is considered that the acceptability of the principle of development has not 
been demonstrated. In the absence of further information on this issue it is considered that the 
principle of the development is not acceptable.

Design, Layout and Scale

The proposed development introduces a form, scale and mass of dwelling not currently found 
in Lanehead.  This it is considered would give rise to a form of development which would 
adversely affect the visual amenity of the area.

With regard to siting, the dwelling would be located to the rear of the village hall in a manner
which would create a double depth or tandem style of development not currently seen in 
Lanehead.  At present all dwellings on the roads through the village are located in a linear 
pattern.  This is consistent with the historic development of the village.  The dwelling proposed
would not be consistent with this pattern of development and would introduce development 
which would be seen to the rear of the village hall.  This would alter the visual characteristics of 
the village in a manner which, through its inconsistency would be at odds with the visual 
appearance of the village.  The siting of the proposed dwelling would therefore adversely affect 
the visual amenity of the village.
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It should be noted that the approved bothies to the west of the site will not visually establish this 
pattern of development.  The applicants themselves, highlighted that the bothies would be
largely obscured from view in the lee of the hill top,  when viewed from the village hall direction.  
In this respect the dwelling now proposed does represent an entirely new and inconsistent
pattern of development that would be visible from the east. 

Scale and Massing

Although the footprint of the proposed dwelling may be similar in size to many existing 
dwellings in the village, the dwellings height is not.  There is no precedent or obvious design
context which can be identified in the village which would suggest that a dwelling of some 12 
metres in height is appropriate or acceptable.   It should be noted that this observation is made 
in full recognition of the fact that the dwelling is proposed in part to be dug into the site.  

When observed from the east, from the public highway it can be seen that the proposed
dwelling has a floor level the same as that of the nearby village hall.   The dwelling however is 
proposed to be three stories high and would effectively be three times the site of the single 
storey village hall.   The scale context of the village hall would emphasize the excessive height 
of the proposed dwelling within the built environment of Lanehead.   This situation is repeated 
in relation to the neighboring properties of Sundown and Hunters lodge, both of which are 
single storey.  This further emphasizes in street scape terms the excessive height of the 
proposed dwelling and its lack of context.   When viewed from the west the dwelling which
would present both a side and gable elevation, would be of over dominant scale and mass in 
the context of the village.   A similar situation would occur when the dwelling was observed 
from the south, west and north. Although the dwelling may appear from these directions as two 
storey, due to the lower level being obscured by the hill, the property would still appear as a
very prominent two storey dwelling on the crest of the hill.  Again in the context of the single 
storey dwellings which surround it, the dwelling would appear excessive in scale and mass.

The three storey height of the dwelling is considered to be completely out of context with the 
site surroundings and location and no visual or design considerations can be identified which 
would support the proposals height.   The proposal is therefore contrary to the requirements of 
core strategy Policy 3 criteria a) and b).

Design and Appearance

The design and appearance of the dwelling is also not considered appropriate to the location.  
Extensive information is provided by the applicants to suggest that the design is based on and 
derived from a number of appropriate architectural references.   One of these it is noted is that 
of an Irish farmhouse, the relevance of which to Northumberland must be questioned? The 
further design prompts which are referred to are also not considered, when brought together in 
a single dwelling, to provide a cohesive or sympathetic design.  A pastiche of design styles and 
features which are attributed to individual aspects of local building and landscape is not 
considered to result in a form of development which illustrates satisfactorily a sense of context 
or place, consistent with the sites location in an area of the highest landscape and built 
environment protection.  The proposal is therefore contrary to the requirements of core strategy 
Policy 3 criteria a) and b).

Impact On Landscape

In the wider landscape the dwellings scale, massing and siting are considered to adversely 
affect the landscape and wider visual amenity of the area.   The site is a prominent one in the
local area being widely seen from the public highway to the east and from longer distances to 
the south and west.  From these locations the height of the building would mean that the 
dwelling would achieve undue prominence in the local landscape.  This would be illustrated by 

Development Management Committee 
18th April 2012

DMC011/2012 12NP0002 Rear of Greystones, Lanehead
Page 78 of 89

Appendix 1 
Consultation Responses



5

the contrast with the scale of buildings which surround it, including yet to be built properties,
like the applicants bothies.  The unbroken form of the dwellings design would contribute further 
to this dominance in the landscape.  There is no visual context for a dwelling of this height in 
this location and the prominence that it would achieve in the landscape.  The over dominance 
in the visual environment is considered to be harmful to the visual amenity of the wider area 
and the landscape quality of the national park.  The dwelling would not sit comfortably or 
sympathetically in the landscape and for this reason the proposal is again contrary to Policy 3 
of the Core Strategy.

Highway Impact

The proposed highway access to the site is also considered to be unsatisfactory in relation to 
the ability of the development to deliver a highway access which meets Northumberland
County highway standards, with regard to access width and visibility.   The issue arises 
because the development is reliant on a claimed access right across the car park which serves 
the village hall.  Irrespective of whether a right of access is lawfully available, the ability to cross 
the car park does not allow for an appropriate exit and entry onto the public highway to be 
formed.  Indeed it may be noted that the site plan for the site actually shows the formation of 
visibility splays at the rear of the car park, not adjacent to the public highway.  This is not 
therefore actually the access onto the public highway and any cars legitimately using the village 
hall car park would completely obscure any views of the public highway.  The actual  access 
where it meets the public highway is effectively on the front edge of the car park and in this 
context any access can variously be obscured by parked cars, reduced to a very narrow width 
by parked cars, or have visibility of the highway significantly impaired by parked cars.  
Effectively the development has no  means of providing a consistent and safeguarded access 
splay which meets safety requirements in respect of maneuverability or visibility.  The proposed
visibility splays certainly do not demonstrate this.  In the absence of the ability to deliver such 
basic highway standards it must be concluded that the proposed site access is unacceptable in 
highway safety terms and is therefore contrary to criteria c) of Policy 3 of the Core Strategy.

Residential Amenity

The dwelling proposed has a number of elements both in terms of use and design which it is 
considered may give rise to unacceptable impacts on amenity for neioghbouring occupiers, in 
particular Hunters Lodge. This property is located approximately 25 metres from the proposed
dwelling.  Whilst this may be an acceptable separation distance between normal two storey
dwellings, the scale of the dwelling, coupled with some aspects of its design, mean that 
amenity concerns are present.  In relation to the scale and massing of the proposed dwelling 
and its orientation, the dwelling presents its full 3 storey side elevation to the neighboring 
property to the north.  With the separation distances present, this is not considered to be 
sufficient in this case to avoid the proposed dwelling appearing over dominant to the occupiers 
of Hunters Lodge.  Occupiers amenity will therefore be adversely affected.

The design and use of the property also raises amenity concerns.  The property includes a 
commercial laundry to serve the holiday development as well as a third floor entertaining area 
which has the potential to impact on amenity.  This third floor area includes a bar and outdoor 
BBQ area at the top of the house, which directly overlooks the neighboring property.  This is 
not considered to be acceptable in amenity terms with regard to potential overlooking and noise 
impact on neioghbouring properties.

Other Material Considerations.

A further matter in the application is the presence of a proposed vehicle access link from the 
proposed dwelling, onto the internal access road which is part of the approved holiday 
development.   This access road for the holiday development was proposed on the basis that it 
would be for emergency use only and would not be used for vehicular access to the bothies.   
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This was due to the potential visual prominence of vehicles traversing this road.  
Notwithstanding this the application now purposes a link onto this road.  No practical reasons
can be identified for this aspect of the proposed scheme and it is considered that its formation
would be likely to lead to increased vehicle movement between this house and the holiday 
development, with consequent adverse visual imapcts. It is considered that this element of the
scheme is unacceptable.

Conclusion

This letter sets out the details of the objection to the development proposal. For the reasons 
outlined it is clear that the principle of the proposed development and the need for it has not 
been acceptably demonstrated.   Notwithstanding the issue of principle, even if this can be 
overcome, there are significant issues related to siting, scale, mass, design, highway safety
and residential amenity, which would indicate planning permission should not be granted. On 
this basis it is clear that the proposal is contrary to relevant national and local plan policy and 
accordingly should be refused.

I trust if you require any further information or wish to discuss the matter further you will not 
hesitate to contact me.   In the meantime I thank you for your help in this matter and look 
forward to receiving acknowledgement of receipt of this submission.

Yours Faithfully

Robin Wood
Enc.
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From:   Josh Turnbull 
Sent:   08 February 2012 18:16
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        Comment on Planning Application 12NP0002

We are presently building a house near to this proposed development. We have 
four children which I believe will be a great asset to the lane head area. Mr 
Cocker has a young family with another one on the way, we are great believers 
that the more young families that are attracted to the area the more chance 
the area has of surviving into the future. Taking that into account and the 
fact Mr Cocker will be bringing jobs into the area when his other development 
is up and running we are in favour of this planning application.

Mr & Mrs S.M TURNBULL
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From:                              Mark Kibblewhite 
Sent:                               10 February 2012 23:08
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Comment on Planning Application 12NP0002

Dear Sirs,

I would like to object to this planning application.  I do not feel that the scale and type of development proposed is
appropriate to the site and location and although I understand that a precedent has been made in respect of the use of
this site I feel that this is not an appropriate location for the development of this type of tourism accommodation.

Best regards,

Mark
--
Mark Kibblewhite m: w:
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From:                                          David Smith 
Sent:                                            13 February 2012 12:57
To:                                                DC Consultation
Subject:                                       Lanehead Cocker proposals objection letter to NNP

 "Sunnymede"
 Greenhaugh
 Tarset
 Hexham
 Northumberland
 NE48 1PW

 13 February 2012

Ms Jessica Taylor
Planning Officer
Northumberland National Park Authority

Dear Ms Taylor

Re: Planning Application 12NP0002
(Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham, Northumberland NE48 1NT)

I object to the development on a number of grounds.

There is no access to the public highway where access is indicated on the site map.  The access shown is across land
not owned by the applicant, land which is part of the village hall estate, land which forms part of the village hall car
park and which is currently insufficient for need on many occasions.

This is clearly not a “slip of the pen” by the applicant, but would appear to be a deliberate attempt at confusion of the
planning authorities.  It would be impossible to imagine that to show access across land not owned by the applicant,
land used for community purposes, land just yards away from the applicants address, was a simple error.

The proposed development stands very large; a three storey building on the site will dominate the area and transform
the feel of Lanehead.  The gable end of the building, consisting largely of garaging space, faces the public highway
and is the least attractive aspect of the property.  The “3D” images in the planning application do not show the
extensive excavation required to build the property – it will appear very “dug in” on the South and West elevations and
not possess a pleasing or sympathetic character.

The size and shape of the building will give it a curious look – halfway between a chapel and a commercial building,
quite out of context with the area.  The application is supported by a whole raft of pleasing images of old buildings in
the area; simple parallels are drawn between the steps up to a bastle house and steps on the proposed building, between
the circles formed by an arched bridge and its reflection in still water and a circular window in the building….this
simplistic attempt to give a spurious justification to the form and size of the building fails, the whole is much less than
the sum of the parts.

I have concern regarding the proposal to retain the soil waste from excavations on site.  A large volume of excavated
soil will result; there would need to be detailed plans for its deployment on this relatively small site were the project to
go ahead.

Part of the reason given to support this development is commercial use of the premises – a laundering facility to
support the proposed development by the applicant of a number of simple wooden structures - “bothies” - on his
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adjacent land, for use as rental holiday homes.  The applicant has a bad track record in keeping to his stated purpose.
His recent successful application to build a house adjacent to his own prime residence - “The longhouse” – was
ostensibly to provide accommodation for his mother.  As soon as planning permission was granted, and the land
therefore increased in value, it was promptly sold to a third party for private use, unconnected with his stated family
needs.  There is a persuasive case to be made that the wooden “bothies” etc are all smoke and mirrors, they will never
be built, they are simply a building block along the way for planning permission for a large house, with consequential
enormous increase in land value, and then rapid sale onwards as happened just a few months ago.  It is worth noting
that such a house would have much more value without a commercial development of wooden bothies next door to it.

Yours sincerely

Dr David A Smith
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