
Dr Ronald Hextall 
Hunters Lodge

Tarset
Hexham

NE48 1PA 

         Telephone:    

Northumberland National Park 
Planning Officer

Planning Application:  12NP0099 

Dear Sir,

I own the bungalow that is adjacent to, and would be overlooked by, the building 
that Mr Cocker proposes to build. The revised plans do little to reduce the 
impact that this proposed house would have on my privacy and quality of life.
Consequently, my objections are very similar to my previous objections.  The 
new plans would place the proposed building only 2 metres further from my 
house than in the previous application, and the slight reduction in height would 
still leave the new building towering over my bungalow. This reduction in height 
would be gained by sinking the new house further into the ground and thereby 
producing a large mound that could have serious implications for the run-off of 
water on to my property.   

My detailed objections to the plans are as follows: 

PLANNING OBJECTIONS

1. LOSS OF PRIVACY

My bungalow and its patio area, where during warm periods we eat, rest and 
sunbathe, is directly overlooked by the proposed new building. It would look 
down onto and into these areas, making them very public to occupants of the 
proposed dwelling.  Indeed, the loss of privacy as a result of this would seriously 
inhibit our use of our outside spaces and the conservatory. Additionally, this is 
likely to cast shadows onto our patio to the west of the bungalow in the evenings. 

2. UNSUITABILITY

My bungalow and the bungalow (Sundown) on the other side of the proposed 
house are unobtrusive and blend into the background of the National Park.  The 
proposed house would be exactly the opposite and ‘stick-out like a sore thumb’.  
It is not in keeping with any of the existing properties and would severely detract 
from the character and appearance of the settlement of Lanehead.  There are no 
other 3-storey houses in Lanehead.   
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A very popular walk with visitors and locals is from the Village Hall car park 
along the ‘Border County Ride’ to Thorneyburn Church, through Greenhaugh 
and back to the Village Hall.  When admiring the views to the east on this walk, 
the properties in Lanehead currently blend into the background and do not 
detract from the landscape.  The proposed house with its prominent position on 
the skyline would be clearly visible from every aspect and seriously detract from 
the National Park setting. Consequently, the massing of this proposal is 
considered a deviation from good planning and the National Park’s own aims of 
non-obtrusive structures being erected.  The proposed building would be totally 
alien to any other structure in the area

3. THE VILLAGE HALL

A few years ago I was responsible for the fund-raising to refurbish the Tarset 
Village Hall.  The Village Hall is shown in a Northumberland Guide as an 
excellent example of how village halls used to be.  It stands isolated and has a 
background of a hilly moorland field.  During the negotiations to extend and 
refurbish the Hall, great emphasis was placed by the National Park on the 
desirability of keeping change to a minimum, and this was achieved by height 
restriction, sensitive design and materials.  The proposed new house would, due 
to its size, design and position, completely overshadow and detract from this 
view of the Village Hall, and be a major deviation from the principle aims of 
National Park as outlined to the Village Hall Committee at that time.

4. PEACE AND TRANQUILITY

The maintenance of peace and tranquillity is one of the basic principles of the 
National Park.  This development runs contrary to that important principle.  
The imposition of a large building operating as an industrial unit with laundry 
and storage facilities only a few metres from my bungalow will ruin any hopes of 
Peace and Tranquillity – both to me and the users of the new garden at the 
Village Hall that was supposed to provide a quiet area to sit. The inclusion of a 
community room and a commercial laundry so close to my house makes it clear 
that the proposed dwelling would be for business activities that would inevitably  
involve noise by day and both noise and light pollution at night.  

5. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

If approved, this development would certainly adversely affect the value of my 
property, being located so close. This development would also establish a 
precedent for 3 storey developments in this rural settlement.
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I am also concerned about rain water run-off from the proposed mound that 
would increase the slope from the development to the boundary with my garden 
which may cause flooding to my property.

6. CREEPING DEVELOPMENT

The applicant did not mention any requirement for an additional building to 
accommodate a laundry and storage facility at the time of his application for the 
holiday huts.  It was implicit in the planning application for the holiday huts that 
support for the holiday huts would come from the applicant’s current house and 
considerable outbuildings.  I cannot see how a new building can be justified on 
the basis of supporting the applicant’s holiday letting business If the laundry 
and storage facility are essential to the operation of the holiday lettings, the 
applicant’s existing buildings should be used or converted, or moved to another 
position on the site that will not have such detrimental impact on either the 
landscape or neighbouring properties.  This incremental and creeping 
development should not be allowed.

CONCLUSIONS

For the reasons stated above, Planning Permission for this development should 
be refused.  The objections can be summarised as follows:

i. The loss of privacy to my bungalow and the shadow cast on my garden 
and patio area due to the extreme height and overlooking of the proposed 
building.
ii. The 3 storey building is completely out of character with the settlement of
Lanehead.
iii. Loss of peace and tranquillity, one of the basic principles of the National 
Park.
iv. The massing of the development.
v. Possibility of flooding to my property from rainwater run-off.
vi. Proximity of the building to my property.
vii. Noise and light pollution from commercial activities and the Community
Room.
viii. This is an unjustified commercial development since the facilities to be 
provided could be provided from the applicant’s other buildings on the site.

Yours sincerely

Dr Ronald Hextall 01 November 2012
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Pit Cottage, High Carriteth 
Bellingham, Hexham 

Northumberland 
NE48 2LD 

7/11/2012

Reference: Planning Application No. 12NP0099 

By  e-mail 

Dear Sir, 

 I am writing to inform you of my continued opposition to the above 
application.

 Despite the minor modifications that the applicant has made to the application, 
the fact remains that the building is, in my opinion, still FAR TOO BIG for the site 
proposed.

It would have the same disastrous impact on Lanehead as his previous 
development – ‘The Long House’ which stands out for all the wrong reasons. 

Were this application to be reduced to a two-floor development, I am of the 
opinion that it would be met with far less opposition as its scale would be in better 
keeping with its surroundings. 

Yours sincerely: 

Malcolm J Brodie. 

Cc:  Tarset & Greystead Parish Council 

Development Management Committee 
23rd January 2013

DMC2013-003 6 of 62 12NP0099 – Rear of Greystones, Lanehead



Development Management Committee 
23rd January 2013

DMC2013-003 7 of 62 12NP0099 – Rear of Greystones, Lanehead



Development Management Committee 
23rd January 2013

DMC2013-003 8 of 62 12NP0099 – Rear of Greystones, Lanehead



From:                              Jenny Swaile 
Sent:                               08 November 2012 11:42
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          12NP0099

Dear Sir/Madam,

12NP0099 - Proposed development at rear of Greystones, Lanehead.

As residents of Lanehead we strongly object to the proposed development.

The design of the three storey house is not in anyway in keeping with the area the height alone
is out of all proportion to the surrounding properties, situated on the hilltop it would tower above
and dominate the landscape.

We feel new properties built within the countryside of the National Park should reflect traditional
characteristics and values.

Yours sincerely,
Alan & Jenny Swaile.

'Read Receipt' please.

Jenny Swaile
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   08 November 2012 12:36
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Mr and Mrs G. 
Gregory 

Address:
High Newton,Tarset,Hexham,Northumberland,NE48 1PB

Comments:
The revised planning application does not in any way address the reasons for 
the rejected planning application 12NP0002.

The proposed development stands taller by one metre. It will dominate the 
local surroundings. It is not in keeping with the village development.

The attempts to provide privacy is farcical. The louvred panels will not 
prevent noise created by the occupants at that level. Those panels could 
easily be  removed by the applicant.

The access road is not legal.  He has already made it bigger than the 
'emergency/deliveries access only track'. This was the condition of approval 
for the bunk houses. The planning department is delinquent in not enforcing 
such alterations to a 'granted' plan.

Finally this application does not meet the requirements set out in policies 5, 
11, 14,19, and 20  of the NP LDF

As such the LPA is requested to refuse this application

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:                              E A Kathiravel 
Sent:                               08 November 2012 14:19
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Planning application at Lanehead

8 November 2012
Dear Jenny Taylor,

We are writing to you to express our concerns for the further development of a plot of land at Lanehead.

There are obvious discrepancies in style from the older properties in the area. The surrounding area has
had a number of new building styles introduced, but the majority are still stone built cottages circa 1800.
Many of the later builds are low, and so have less impact. This is especially significant where they have
been built on the brow of a hill which is prominent from a wide area, and where it would be very easy to
make an inappropriate impact with a tall building that uses different materials to the locale. As this is a
National Park and visitors will be coming to experience the wonderful views, it doesn't make sense for
individual personal taste to be allowed to override one of the main attractions to the area, This is even
more the case when such individuals are themselves involved in the tourist industry!

The Landscape Character Assessment of Tynedale District and Northumberland National Park defines
this area as having "Tranquility derived from the predominantly rural character of the landscape, lack of
obviously man-made structures and presence of adjacent open moorland."

- The report goes on to warn against overdeveloping recreational facilities within this area in a way that
would introduce a man-made element to the countryside. Surely a point has now been reached where
only the most modest and low-lying property could avoid doing just this.

Taken together with the holiday camp venture, we are beginning to see an urbanisation of this area that is
totally at odds with the desires of residents who live here, and people who visit the Park.

It would appear that Mr Cocker's plans for a new home are based on the fairly common issue of
accommodating a growing family. Many of us have had to deal with such a circumstance and have either
adapted our home to suit, or simply moved house. Perhaps a more modestly planned property would not
feel so overwhelmingly dominating, and would not dictate the character of the community in which it is
placed in the same way.

At present we are against the proposed plans for Tor House.

Yours

Lizzie and Thaya Kathiravel
Redmire Cottage
Tarset
NE48 1NX
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From:                              tracey varty 
Sent:                               08 November 2012 23:28
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          Re: Application 12NP0099

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,
Bellingham, Hexham, Northumberland NE48 1NT

With reference to your letter dated 19 October 2012, advising of the above application, we are writing to make you aware of our
objections to the proposed dwelling.

The amendments in this new application do not alter our original objections, but we do have further queries regarding access to
this property.  From what we can gather, the proposed access was for emergency vehicle access and deliveries only, and from
what we have been advised by the applicant, this access will now be used to gain access to the proposed property and as far as
we are aware no permission has been granted for this.

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?  A question has been raised to the applicant asking why these facilities can
not be included in the buildings which already have planning permission for the business.

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, or take it into account when applying for the actual business site application.
This gives us concerns regarding the eventual use of this new proposed dwelling.

The applicant has in the past stated that this business he intends to run will bring money into the local community via the local
public house and village hall.  The applicant has stated that he intends, if given the go ahead for this property to turn his existing
property into a restaurant and distillery - therefore taking money away from the existing local businesses and going against what he
previously advised regarding bringing money into existing local businesses and creating a further home for people to be able to
move into the community.

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.

When we moved to this area, it was not 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.
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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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D R  N E I L  A S T L E Y  • PA M E L A  R O B E R T S O N - P E A R C E
Sheep Cot tage,  Lanehead,  Tarset ,  Northumberland NE48 1NU, UK

8 November 2012

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

Your ref: 12NP0099

Dear Sirs

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

We are writing to object in the strongest possible terms 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 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 and dwarf the traditional village hall nextdoor. We note that the
National Park refused permission in April of this year for a similar development
(12NP0002). This new application is for a very similar building, and while part of it is
said to be sunk below ground level, the overall height is higher than that of the other
building for which permission was rightly refused.

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 Cocker’s plans show access via a track previously approved only
for providing emergency access to the bothies in his holiday village. More regular and
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permanent access would require this track to be more substantial. The current work on
the holiday village development has already wrecked the natural drainage patterns of what
was previously pasture land, resulting in severe drainage problems affecting the properties
below, including ours. As a direct result of the badly managed works on his land, we are
now experiencing flooding of our access track, drive and garden which involves water
coming up almost to the front door of a house; any further worsening of the drainage
situation would require us to sandbag our doors whenever there is a day of continual rain.
Rainfall now drains off his field in torrents funnelled directly down into our property.

Cocker has done nothing to obviate the difficulties he is causing his neighbours, and given
his careless approach to such matters it is clear that the construction of this new building
along with a more substantial access track can only make matters worse. Also, his
arrangements for sewage for both the holiday village and this new building do not take
account of the limited capacity of the current sewage system at Lanehead. His planning in
relation to both drainage and sewage disposal seems to relate only to water and effluent
leaving his property: what happens to it outside his boundary is not dealt with adequately
or with any regard for logistics or common sense.

Cocker proposes that this new building would service the needs of his holiday
development, and has advertised 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, Cocker has allowed friends and others to
camp on his land who have been partying and disturbing the peace of his neighbours.
Just last month the police had to be called to his property following complaints about
loud music being played for several hours on a Sunday afternoon at stadium-volume.

It is well-known in our community that Cocker holds a personal bar licence and all his
neighbours are concerned that he will operate a bar for his social gatherings for friends
or tourists, 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 Cocker’s enterprise would be detrimental to its future. 

Yours sincerely

Dr Neil Astley
Pamela Robertson-Pearce

2
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The Old Chapel 
Lanehead 

Tarset 
Hexham 

Northumberland 
NE48 1NT 

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

Friday, 09 November 2012

Dear Ms. Taylor 

RE: Planning Application 12NP0099 – (Re-submission of 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 our largely unaltered objections to the above 
application.  Please also note that this letter is in addition to the letter sent by Robin Wood on behalf of 
Lanehead Residents Association, which also represents our views. 

It is probably worth reiterating that we are in no way against the construction of new buildings to attract 
permanent residents into the area and we are 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.  We love the area in which we live and are keen to 
promote and share the unique features that this specific part of the NNP has to offer. 

We also accept the developer’s stated need for a house that provides enough space for two adults and 
(currently) two children.  However, the specifications of the housing proposed in this ‘new’ application is 
completely at variance with the surrounding architecture and scenery - no attempt has been made to 
make the building sympathetic to its location, to the local community, to the landscape or to the whole 
concept of the National Park.  We see it as completely inappropriate in terms of design, appearance, 
scale, mass, visibility, location and prominence within the landscape, and we still 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).   
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We note that the latest plans have slightly altered the way in which the lower storey of the building is to 
be recessed into the hillside – however, this does not negate the impact of the height of the building and, 
in fact, it appears that this building will be a meter higher than in its previous incarnation and would 
therefore have an even greater impact on the visible skyline of Lanehead. 

We also note that the revised design features louvered panels which are designed to protect the privacy 
of the occupants of Hunter’s Lodge.  However, these panels will not protect the occupants of Hunter’s 
Lodge from noise and light, given the height of the building and balcony and therefore the addition of 
such panels in no way diminishes the effect the new building would have on the occupants of Hunter’s 
Lodge.  

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 we believe…). 

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. 

The lower storey of the building will still 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 the settlement of Lanehead. 

The plans clearly show that a bridge would still 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 – in addition to which, because of health and safety concerns for 
visitors to the adjacent holiday complex, the bridge would presumably need to be lit at all times – 
compounding the issues of light pollution in the area.   

Changes to the function of existing application 10NP0041 
Should the application for the new house be approved, we are very concerned that the existing entrance 
and parking arrangements for 10NP0041 would no longer be constructed as per the approval conditions 
cited under that application (as indeed has already proven to be the case in that both the cycle store and 
bunk house have been re-located, and the access route - which was shown on the approved plans as 
being straight - has been constructed with a bend/kink in it).  

Unauthorised change of use of access road 
We have issues regarding the following statement in the letter from the developer’s Town Planning 
Consultant, Brian Barden:  
‘I understand that it has been suggested to my client that use of this access would involve a change of 
use, but that is clearly not so. The access may have been approved to serve the holiday development, but 
there is nothing that prevents it being used for some other purpose subject to planning permission being 
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granted for its use. Its extension to serve this development is sensible and reasonable, particularly as the 
dwelling is intended to be occupied by those who are running the self-catering business.’   

Planning permission for the holiday development (10NP0041) was granted under appeal, and the 
conditions under which permission for this highly contentious development was granted clearly state that 
the access route from the car park to the bothies is to be used only for ‘emergency/delivery access’.  We 
feel that the change of use of this emergency route on access route on the application represents a major 
change of use for the roadway from ‘emergency access only’ to ‘permanent road access’ for the house 
and also, potentially, for the bothies and that the Town Planner’s statement above is therefore incorrect.  

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. 

We 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 mass, scale, location and appearance.   We 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 
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. 

We consider that the new application still contravenes many of the above guidelines because of its size, 
location and prominence.  The building itself – notwithstanding the fact that the lower storey of this vast 
edifice 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 
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whole settlement and will be visible from a great distance away in all directions – even more so than in 
the previous application since the roofline will actually be a metre taller. 

This is absolutely unacceptable, particularly when viewed in conjunction with the inappropriately large-
scale, hugely urbanising influence and massive 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. 

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

We trust the points we have raised once again are suitable for inclusion in your discussion of the merits 
of this application. 

Best regards 

Mr Gary Hallberg & Mrs Sarah Hallberg 
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To: The Planning Officer,   From: Martin & Mary Lou Downie
Northumberland National Park   Newbiggin
       Tarset
       Hexham
       NE48 1NF

       9th November 2012

Dear Sir or Madam,

Re: Planning Application NNPA Reference:12NP0099

Date made valid: 12/01/2012  
Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham, Northumberland NE48 1NT

Description: Construction of detached 3-storey 4-bedroom house incorporating 
laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on the adjacent 
site

We object to this application on the following grounds:

1. The Northumberland National Park Local Development Framework Core Strategy 
and Development Policies Policy 10 states that new residential development will 
be limited to development which meet the defined ‘local need’ criteria. The 
applicant does not meet any of the six local need criteria defined in S 7. This is 
clear from examining each of them:

i. He is not establishing a separate household, since he proposes moving his family
from Greystones, which is nearby, into the new house.
ii. He already lives in the National Park
iii.  He is not taking up employment in an established business: the Tor tourist 
development is not built nor occupied
iv. the application’s Design and Access Statement (reflected in the proposed 
Section 106 Agreement) attempts to suggest the applicant’s current residence at 
Greystones is overcrowded, which is not a reasonable argument for new residential 
development, since Greystones could easily be extended to meet the need for 
extra space whilst allowing the applicant to stay onsite to manage the tourist 
business. This would substantially reduce the overall development impact, as 
required in Policies 3 (a) & 6, compared to the proposed large new house.
v. is not applicable to the applicant
vi. Refers to people not living within the National Park but needing to live there to 
locate viable business. The applicant does not fit this criterion, since he already 
lives on the site and could easily remain within his existing house, whether or not it 
were extended. He could also accommodate the proposed laundry facilities as a 
small extra building, with less landscape impact and more sustainable use of 
resources, compared to constructing a substantial new house.

In summary it is clear that the application contravenes Policy 10 and as such should 
not be given planning approval.

2. The scale of the building does not ‘protect and enhance local character and 
distinctiveness’ as required by Policy 3 (b). The application’s Design and Access 
Statement seeks to persuade that the form of the building reflects traditional 
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bastle houses, which are a notable feature of the locality, but this is a spurious 
arguement since bastle houses are two rather than three stories in height and are 
built on a far smaller scale than the proposed building. There are no other 3 storey 
houses in Lanehead: it is inappropriate and would be visually intrusive in this 
prominent location.

3. The changes to the design don’t avoid the previous problem: the need for a very 
large cut into the side of the hill which is required to site the house, the 
development will substantially alter the land form, in contravention of Policy 3 c)’s 
requirement that infrastructure will be provided without “compromising the 
quality of the landscape“. Earth moving on this scale is damaging to the 
environment.

4. The rationale for the house is to provide accommodation for the manager of the 
adjacent tourism development. The original planning consent, achieved an appeal, 
allowed for such accommodation:  but it was sold by the applicant, demonstrating 
that he doesn’t actually need the accommodation. Clearly, this approach can lead 
to the same spurious reason being  given for multiple sequential applications, 
which defy the spirit of the Northumberland National Park’s planning policies and 
unless stopped now, could lead to further urbanisation of this quiet, rural 
residential settlement.

Regards,
Martin & Mary Lou Downie.
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Ann & Steve Toon
2 Lanehead Cottages

Tarset
Hexham 

NE48 1NU

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

8 November 2012

Dear Ms Taylor

Your ref: 12NP0099

We write to state our objection to the proposal to build a four bedroom house on land 
to the rear of Greystones.  We opposed the first version of this proposal, rejected by 
the planning committee (12MP0002), and we have the same opinion of this latest 
version, which appears to have failed to address valid concerns and instead 
exacerbated the problems.

We consider the proposed development is of an excessive size, and in particular 
height, out of keeping with existing buildings in Lanehead, and on a prominent 
site which will have an adverse impact on the character of the settlement.  
Indeed, it appears that the building would now be even higher than previously 
proposed. We are particularly concerned with the level of light pollution which 
will be introduced by a three storey building at the top of a hill.

While not opposed to modern design in principle, we feel the specific design 
proposed would not be appropriate for the location and would adversely impact 
the visual amenity of the area.  The design appears to have been created 
without any consideration to the context or topography of the site.

The proposed building also represents yet further creeping urbanisation of a 
small hamlet which has already seen excessive development in the past two 
years.  Lanehead already has one very large and aesthetically inappropriate 
residential dwelling nearing completion, plus the development of bunkhouse 
and bothies currently underway.  To add another excessively large building to 
these will mean Lanehead's character has been completely swamped by ill-
considered modern construction, with an irreversible impact on its visual 
amenity.  

From our personal point of view, the most significant amendment to the earlier 
proposal is the new point of access through the holiday development.  We are 
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strongly opposed to this. During the process of application for the holiday 
development Mr Cocker gave assurances that the new road across the field 
would only be used for emergency access to the new bothies.  Planning
committee members themselves voiced considerable concern over the visual 
impact and urbanising effect of this proposed road.  If the road is now to be 
used for regular residential access it will have a significant visual impact, and 
add considerably to noise pollution.  The topography of the hillside means that 
engine noise of vehicles crossing the slope is bounced directly down to our 
home, something we have experienced throughout the construction of the 
holiday development.  

Even without the issue of the proposed change of use of the access road, we consider 
that this latest proposal has failed to address any of the objections which led to an 
earlier proposal being rejected, and that it would be entirely inconsistent for the 
planning committee to now grant approval. With the substantive amendment to 
access now proposed, we feel the development is even more inappropriate, and would 
urge committee members to reject it.

Yours sincerely

Steve & Ann Toon
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1 Lanehead Cottages
Tarset
Hexham
Northumberland 
NE48 1NU 

8th November2012

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

Planning Application  12NP0099:  Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house,  
incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on at adjacent site at 
land to rear of Greystones , Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 1NT. 

As residents of Lanehead we object to the above proposed construction.  We have studied the extensive 
information and plans.  We strongly believe that the proposed dwelling/business premises will have a huge 
impact on the tranquillity of the area.

The point we object to are :- 

The size and scale of the proposed family house/business premises.  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 on a hill top.  Any building of this scale in the area is not situated 
on top of a hill.  It will dominate the skyline.

Negative impact on the residential quality of the area.  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 in the area.   

This proposed dwelling is not stated as being for local needs, nor could it be considered affordable 
housing.  The Longhouse when planning permission 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.  At the Lanehead National Parks Meeting earlier this 
year it was said that it is better to reuse existing buildings, 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?  

Negative impact on tranquillity of area.  The revised plans state that the road across the existing 
business site will now be used as access to the planned dwelling.  Permission was granted for this 
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road on the basis that it was only for emergency access.  This road if consent is given - will have all 
the traffic of people going to the dwelling both for residential and business purposes.

Cumulative impact of development.  The new dwelling will not provide any extra housing for local 
people. The applicant stated at a meeting last night that he intends to use his existing house as 
whiskey distillery and restaurant. The applicant will be further developing a green field site that has 
changed our rural landscape forever.

The drainage for the site when granted was not thought to have to cope with the sewage and other 
drainage required for an extra four bedroom house.  We have concerns that the drainage system will 
not be able to cope.

Yours sincerely

Mr & Mrs Little 
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Snow Hall 

Tarset 

Hexham 

Northumberland 

NE48 1PA 

November 6th 2012 

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

Planning Application 12NP0099
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, namely 10NP0041 and 10NP0022. This results in unacceptable cumulative 
development of a hitherto green-field site  

The Guidelines for Development in the Local Development framework and supplement 
continue to be ignored or misunderstood in this re-application.  

The proposal is contrary to most of these guidelines especially:- 
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‘ 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 continues to be 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 
criteria used in general development principles – scale, height, mass, siting, form, materials. 
The proposed site is behind the present linear streetscape and is anomalous in this typical 
crossroads settlement. The sheer scale alone of this proposed atypical building would result 
in a discordant, incongruous and extremely unwelcome addition to this so far tranquil 
corner of the National Park. 

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 

Development Management Committee 
23rd January 2013

DMC2013-003 29 of 62 12NP0099 – Rear of Greystones, Lanehead



community village hall continues to be uncaring in the extreme. Indeed this re-application 
actually increases the ridge height of the proposed building as a result of slight re-
positioning of the structure. 

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 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. 

The re-application has removed the original gabion supporting walls to allow for the 
partially sunken nature of the build and therefore to allow for a gentler slope has been 
moved 2 metres away from Hunters Lodge. The southern slope remains extremely steep 
and will inevitably require a supporting wall – not shown on the plans. The proposal to have 
wooden louvers on the balcony area facing Hunters Lodge will do little to mitigate the noise 
emanating from the facility described in the previous paragraph. 

Of major concern is the new proposed access to this property. It intends to make use of, and 
extend, the track that was clearly defined as for emergency vehicles only and it was one of 
the conditions imposed when the previous appeal regarding holiday accommodation was 
granted. This was to avoid scarring the landscape even more with constant traffic across the 
hillside. If granted this feature would also allow free traffic access to the holiday ‘bothies’- a 
facility that was specifically not allowed previously. 

This development, if allowed to proceed, will have an extremely negative effect on part of 
the National Park already seriously 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 

November 6th 2012 
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Tarset Village Hall  
c/o The Old Chapel 

Lanehead 
Tarset 

Hexham
NE48 1NT 

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

08 November 2012 

Dear Ms. Taylor 

Planning Application  12NP0099:  Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house,  
incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on at adjacent site 
at land to rear of Greystones , Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham,Northumberland,NE48 1NT 

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

1) Negative impact on landscape of the National Park and loss of amenity (NNPA Policies 3,20) 
2) Negative impact on the residential quality of the area, compounding negative impact already 

permitted  ( NNPA Policy 20) 
3) Negative impact on tranquillity of area through development upgrade  of  road use through 

site and other factors (NNPA Policy 19) 
4) Negative impact on local amenity from proposal to use a residential  building for a business 

purpose (NNPA Policy 14) 
5) Potential for flooding from drainage of surface water from the proposed earth works 
6) Cumulative impact of development (NNPA Policy 4) 

   

1) Negative impact on landscape quality of the National Park (NNPA Policies 3, 20) 

Due to its scale, mass, and siting on a hill-top, the proposed development would lie behind and 
overlooking the Village Hall, with a ridge height of a full 12 metres. It would totally dominate a 
number of skyline or highly visible angles, both near and far. 
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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 has a backdrop of an unspoilt hilly 
moorland field.   (This hall-in-landscape context was recently used by Kathryn Tickell for the sleeve 
photo on her new CD exactly because of its rural context.) 

 When the hall was extended in 2005/6 to allow it to keep pace with the requirements of the 
community, the NNPA planning committee rightly placed great emphasis on retaining the character 
of the building and on 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. 

2) Negative impact on character and quality of the area (NNPA Policy 20)  

a)Due to its scale, mass and siting on a hill-top, the proposed new house would without question 
dominate not only the whole settlement in an incongruous and visually unacceptable way but also 
the wider area. Houses of substantial height are not found on hill-tops in this area, for the very good 
reason that they would detract from the landscape value.. 

b)The proposed new house would fully overlook the Village Hall and all neighbouring properties in 
the settlement, with third-storey windows stretching the entire length of the building. This is 
unacceptable and would compromise the quality of the area and the privacy of all concerned. 

3) Negative impact on tranquillity of area through development upgrade of road use through site 
 (NNPA Policy 19) 

a) The original plans were for a light-use road across the site for the use of emergency/delivery 
vehicles only, without the residential component.  A car park for bothy visitors is provided near the 
main access. The constant traffic that opening the road to a residential development would entail 
will damage the neighbouring amenity, including the visitor experience of the self-catering business 
itself. 

b) The proposal is for this residential building to act as a servicing facility for the adjacent self-
catering accommodation; hence there is likelihood of constant movement to and from the site’s 
highest point (the proposed new build) which will be conspicuous and potentially disruptive for 
other residents. 

4) Negative impact on local and visitor amenity from proposal to use residential building for a 
business purpose (NNPA Policy 14) 

a) Under NNPA Policy 14c it is quite clear that home-based employment activities must not 
adversely affect neighbours or neighbouring land uses. This proposal would do both. 

b) Ironically this proposal could also damage the special quality experience for visitors staying on the 
site. 

c) To accommodate the business element, the house is designed with an additional storey.  This 
would be quite unnecessary if the business servicing facilities were housed elsewhere on the site, eg 
within or adjacent to the bunk house development or in the outbuildings of the developer’s existing 
accommodation, Greystones, as was proposed under the original application. 
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5) Potential for flooding from drainage of surface water
The hall committee is concerned about the possible disruption of drainage due to extensive soil 
removal and the consequent negative impact on the Village Hall’s environs 

6) Cumulative impact of the proposed development (NNPA Policy 4) 

A greenfield site of several acres in a national park has already been developed piecemeal, to 
provide a house for local needs, and a conspicuous self-catering business on an open hillside, over 
looking and in the middle of the majority of the Lanehead residential settlement. This and the 
former developments cannot be said to be designed and sited to respect the character of the 
landscape and…the settlement in which it lies.

We trust that the points raised by the committee will be fully considered as part of the planning 
process. 

Yours sincerely 

David McCracken 
Chair, Tarset Village Hall  
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Diamond Cottage 

Tarset 

Northumberland 

NE48 1RN 

08.11.12 

Ref Planning Application 12NP0099: Construction of detached 3-storey, 4-bedroom house, 
incorporating laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on the adjacent site, 
at Land to rear of Greystones, Tarset , Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 1NT

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. 

Houses of innovative design have their place in national parks, like anywhere else, 
provided that they are on appropriate sites, show respect for the landscape and meet 
policy criteria.  As the Park’s Local Development Framework amply demonstrates, a 
house design is not something that can be assessed independently of its site contexts.   

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 materials might be, does not enhance 
the Park’s special qualities;  on the contrary, it will impair them. 

(ai)The plan to sink the lower storeys with the foundations below current ground level is 
an engineering feat on a scale out of all proportion with the energy usually required to 
build a domestic dwelling, giving it a considerable carbon footprint. In addition, it creates 
a large amount of spoil for relocation; it could not qualify as a sustainable building – 
rather the opposite.   

Policy 3  General development principles 

a) The special qualities of the National Park will not be conserved or enhanced by this 
development. 
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b)Its design and construction will not protect and enhance local character.  

(bi)Its size and type are totally at odds with existing built form, and as a contemporary 
design it does not meet the Park’s criteria of promoting and reinforcing local 
distinctiveness and historic character. The way that history is enlisted to give the 
application/s some kind of validation is spurious. The claim that the house designs have a 
resonance with historical features is entirely fanciful. The repeated claim that the site 
road follows the route of a drove road is totally unproven. Even the name of the 
development (tor) is unfortunate, since the term has no local resonance and is 
geologically and semantically inaccurate. 

(bii) Due to its siting and scale, it would not be integrated within the current settlement. 
it would not protect open space or the setting’s amenity and character - rather, as 
currently there is a clear sweep of hillside behind the village hall and adjacent to the 
bungalows(Hunter’s Lodge and Sundown) , it would damage the whole setting 
irrevocably. It would create visual clutter ( proliferation of buildings on site) and change 
the skyline for those below it, the landscape views for everyone around it, and the long 
distance views of Lanehead from almost every angle. It would be a prominent feature in 
the whole of the local landscape - an imposition without any justification whatever. 

(biii)in addition, its main height would still be exposed from the road, screened or 
otherwise, emphasising its lack of proportion and incongruity with other buildings; the 
very fact of the necessity for screening  rather proves that the building is a misfit in 
design terms, as well as lying too close to other properties. 

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 upgrading of the road through the self-catering site to service this new residential 
building is of particular concern and diverges radically from the initial purpose of this 
road for emergency and delivery purposes only, and with no access to a residence. 

Policy 4 Major development within the National Park 

A house on its own might not be construed as ‘major development’ but the piecemeal 
development of this greenfield site has turned minor to major in this context . The 
proposed house would be the second large and disproportionate house on this site, in 
addition to the bunk house, 5 bothies, a road, a car park, bike store and no doubt other 
ancillary provision.  At the recent public meeting the developer indicated more plans for 
the overall site development ( a restaurant, a distillery). 

No amount of site landscaping will mask the fact that a valued landscape is being 
seriously damaged by the size of this development. 
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Policy  14  A sustainable local economy 

 In so far as part of this proposed building is to service the on-site 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 is in a prominent position and will impact negatively on 
the special qualities of the Park; 

b)as a home-based employment it will impact negatively on its residential  neighbours; 

c)It is also worth noting that the original plans for the tourism development claimed it 
would contribute to the sustainability of local businesses 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 and plans for a restaurant. 

Policy 19   Tranquillity 

The proposed development will not conserve or enhance the tranquillity of the area. 
Quiet enjoyment is as much the right of residents as it is for the benefit of visitors. It is a 
right that has already been badly compromised by a planning inspector’s unaccountable 
decision to permit a sizeable tourism development in the very midst of a residential 
settlement. This proposed new development will compound that damage and further 
degrade the special qualities of the area. 

a)It will considerably increase 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, creating visual 
clutter, and will give the impression of haphazard developmental cumulation.  

c)Further development of the site with additional traffic on  the site’s road will 
compromise the quiet enjoyment of the landscape for residents and visitors alike, 
including the visitors that the tourism development hopes to attract. 

Policy 20   Landscape quality and character 

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

a)In small settlements like Lanehead buildings are integrated into the general landscape, 
they do not dominate it. This proposal will create a ‘man-made vertical structure which 
detracts from the valley’s landform’. 
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b)This proposed development is out of proportion with the settlement’s original 
buildings; it is out of sympathy with the general architecture of the area and has none of 
the claimed historic resonance. Lanehead’s 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. Where the protection of landscape 
value is paramount, house design needs to complement its context, not be combative 
with it. 

c)The very prominent location of the site within the settlement will result in the new 
build being dominant in a visually incongruous manner; it will be detrimental to 
landscape quality and character; further, its proposed sinking of storeys, in addition to 
foundations, into the hillside requires  huge excavation, spoil relocation and engineering 
work on a site whose stability has not been tested and whose groundwater drainage and 
run-off will be severely affected on both sides of the ridge. 

d)The proposed relocation of any spoil on site to make extensive ‘mounds’ changes the 
landscape contours unacceptably and is also fraught with potential problems (e.g. 
‘unnatural run-off’ ,in Environment Agency terms, and land slippage).  

Overall, the dangers of development by accretion are evident here: what starts off as a 
‘minor’ development on a four acre site rapidly becomes ‘major’ as more and more plans 
are submitted for the same site, threatening the special qualities of the Park. Long-term 
and newer residents, who have chosen to live in the Park because they love and value its 
special qualities, have a right to continued enjoyment of the tranquil and beautiful 
environment they believed to be protected by statute. 

This development is inappropriate for this site, and singularly fails to meet many of the 
Park’s important policy criteria.  

Yours sincerely 

By email to DC.Consultation@nnpa.org.uk 

Fao Ms J Taylor, Planning Officer 

Northumberland National Park Authority 

 Eastburn, South Park ,Hexham NE46 1BS
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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 November 2012 

Dear Ms Taylor 

REF 12NP0099 – 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 objected to development at this site under Refs 1NP0041 
and 12NP0002 and many of the points are equally relevant to the new proposal.  

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 would be placed on the highest point at the centre 
of the hamlet in fulfilment of the applicant’s publicly expressed wish for modernity and 
enjoyment of views. 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 the adjacent property, 
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and affect the community’s use and enjoyment of the very popular Tarset Village Hall, which 
itself is a valued example of its kind in its design and setting. 

We believe it was for all these reasons that development under the earlier application 
(12NP0002) was refused on three grounds in April this year. The minor adjustments made in 
the new application do not address those refusal grounds and we believe that overall the 
development does not accord with Policy 3 (General Development Principles). In addition 
the proposal to develop a cross fell vehicle access road to the proposed house is 
environmentally and visually objectionable, and breaches the terms of the restricted use of 
the road (for deliveries and emergencies only) set out by the Inspector. We therefore ask 
you to note our strong objection to this development. 

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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PLANNING APPLICATION: 12NP0099

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 previously objected to this proposal when plans were first submitted earlier 
this year and subsequently refused by the Development Management Committee. 

We do not consider that the revised plans have addressed the fundamental concerns 
voiced in our original comments (Letter attached for information). These are:

Sustainable development. Due to the re-working of the “excavation”, the three 
storey building now has its ground floor level 1 meter higher than in the previous 
plans, resulting in the overall height of the building being 1 meter higher in the 
landscape than before. This does nothing to reduce the visual impact of the size 
scale and prominence of the building in an area that contains no other 3 storey 
buildings and whose nearest neighbours (Village Hall, Hunters Lodge and Sundown) 
are all bungalows. 

General Development Principals The proposal is not “infill” development as it sits 
in a field behind the village hall with no access from its nearest main road and must 
be considered as another element of a scattered development over the applicants 
land. This is a major concern of the proposals as part of a gradual development of 
the site. 

Community Facilities The design of the house has not changed apart from the 
addition of “shutters” along the north side to reduce the invasion of privacy over 
Hunters Lodge. Hence our previous comments on the unsuitability of the design and 
positioning remain in relation to the impact on neighbouring buildings.

Access Whilst the applicant has changed the unacceptable access arrangements in 
the previous application, the new access proposed across the Tarset Tor site should 
not be allowed as planning permission for that application was granted for access to 
the bothies for “Emergency vehicles and deliveries only” as a condition of that 
application. We accept that this is not a valid objection to this application, but feel 
this fact must be considered with regard to the monitoring of application 10NP0041.

We would be grateful if you would consider these comments along with our detailed 
submission from March which is appended.

Yours sincerely

Darrell Jackson and Sarah Barnes

Snowhall Cottage, Tarset.

08.11.2012
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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

Further to your email of the 2nd March regarding the submission of revised plans for 
the above planning application, we have considered the revised submission 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 misleading 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. If this revised access is through his own land, past the camping 
barns, we request resubmission of those plans (10NP0041), as this is a 
material change to the “emergency access” to the barns shown on those 
plans.

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 now 
being “dug into” the hill top to a depth of over 5m, it remains a 3 story building 
which is unlike any other in the area. 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 conflict 
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 “dominates” the other residential buildings in the hamlet.)

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. The resubmitted plans 
where the building is “concealed” in a deep pit may reduce its prominence on 
the skyline, but the landform will be permanently altered by the removal of the 
earth required to do this.

The revised plans require the removal of a hugely increased amount of earth to 
create the “pit” and the use of even higher  retaining gabions on 3 sides, one of 
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which now extend almost to the road on the N side. These gabions are more 
usually found as sea defences and alongside river banks to prevent erosion, 
they are not a natural feature normally found in the Northumberland National 
Park and never seen on such a scale in residential developments. 

The removal of all this earth does not, “Make efficient use of land, materials 
and infrastructure” as required in Policy 1 section b. These new plans further 
reduce the sustainability of the proposed house as excavation and subsequent 
removal off site of the spoil and the increased ground works required both for 
the foundations and drainage, and to protect the adjoining properties (Hunters 
Lodge and the Village Hall) will require massive energy expenditure (Policy 
25a The NPA will require all new development to: minimise the amount of 
energy used in construction) and negate any energy efficiency schemes built 
into the house. (Few details of which are shown anyway!). If the applicant 
intends to move the soil to the Tarset Tor site we would hope that planning 
permission would be required for this material change to that application.

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,(It is much taller than existing 
buildings) siting and form. By any measurement, it is a very large building.

Community Facilities Policy 8 requires the NNPA to Safeguard existing 
facilities which are demonstrably important within the community. The 
proposed building is next to Lanehead Village Hall, an extremely important 
facility for the local community and one which is used a great deal by a large 
number of local groups and individual residents for private functions. The 
siting of a domestic property next to the hall and its proposed access across 
village hall land will reduce the tranquillity of the area for those enjoying the 
hall and its newly created garden area and create traffic hazard when vehicles 
are accessing/egressing the site when the Village Hall car park is used and 
overspill cars are parked along the road. This development would also 
contravene Policy 19, in that the house is in a field behind the village hall 
which currently has unrestricted views to enable “the quiet enjoyment of the 
landscape”

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. The proposal is not an “infill” development; it is sited in a 
field behind the village hall, and represents another element of a scattered 
development over the applicants land. We feel that the National Park has a 
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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 its newly proposed, semi-subterranean 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 are 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 the removal of a massive amount 
of soil from the top of a very visible hill, in order to bury one and a half floors
underground. This is a nonsense to try and make a tall building acceptable to the 
planners (hence the resubmitted plans).It will still be seen as a three storey building 
from the road. It is too big, in an unsuitable place, totally unsustainable in its 
construction requirements to reduce its impact on the surrounding area 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. 
We feel a site visit for members to appreciate the scale of this development must 
also be considered.

Yours sincerely

Darrell Jackson and Sarah Barnes

Snowhall Cottage, Tarset

16.02.2012
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   11 November 2012 09:09
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from David and Jane 
Watkins

Address:
Redheugh,Tarset,Hexham,NE48 1NB

Comments:
Despite changes to the plans, our earlier objections to the proposals still 
stand:
1. Use of materials that are inappropriate in the National Park, eg wood 
cladding and metals 2.  Three storey building is not in sympathetic scale with 
neighbouring buildings such as the village hall, an historic building which 
will be overshadowed.
3.  Reprofiling of the topography destroys the natural landscape.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   11 November 2012 15:32
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Mrs IP Roper 

Address:
The Rise,Hillside,Bellingham,NE48 2DF

Comments:
Mr Cocker and Ms Briggs have a growing family, and the dwelling would be 
situated next door to their business premises for ease of management.  
Therefore I support their application.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   12 November 2012 09:42
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Diana briggs 

Address:
Two Toots,Redesmouth Road,Bellingham,NE48 2EH ,,

Comments:
I fully support this application.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   12 November 2012 11:09
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Andy Pimblett 

Address:
10 caldrigg fold Staveley Cumbria LA8 9QN

Comments:
Just seen the plans, this is such a fab house. and im sure the family will 
make a positive and valued contribution to the local community as they have 
done wherever they have been before. We should be encouraging people to stay 
in this area not just visit

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   12 November 2012 11:46
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Adam Briggs 

Address:
Two Toots,,Redesmouth Road,,Bellingham

Comments:
Just wanted to say, I fully support this application as the area needs young 
couples to come in and reinvigorate it with both businesses and family homes.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   12 November 2012 13:13
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Mr Christopher 
Leith

Address:
19 Caldrigg Fold ,Staveley,Cumbria

Comments:
Not sure why anybody would want to object to this proposal. This is a great 
oppurtunity for the area and the local people. Surley encouraging tourism has 
to be a positive step forward. In todays ecconomic climate we all have to 
diversify, adapt to change to survive, and keep our heads above water. I for 
one would love to use the facility, as I believe that the area and its 
surroundings are of a national treasure status.
I have known Mr Cocker for many years now, and I have always found him to be 
an honest, trustworthy and of reliable charcter. Mr Cocker has always made a 
great success of any buissness venture which he has been a part of. His hands 
on approach and his hard working ethos, shines through any of his buissness 
ventures.
If you give the green light for this, i truly believe that this will help 
generate and stimulate the local ecconmy, which can only be a good thing.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   12 November 2012 14:46
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Dom Aldridge 

Address:
The Old Shippon ,Mirefoot,Burneside,Cumbria

Comments:
What a fantastic proposal.
Not only does it look good, it looks to be eco friendly, supports local 
trades, and will go on to sustain families being able to live in the area.
Great job, it has my full support

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   12 November 2012 16:55
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Jan Clifford 

Address:
6 Home Farm Court,Ingestre,Stafford,Staffordshire,ST18 0PZ

Comments:
I fully support this application - the area will benefit from any new housing 
to bring new life and encourage new families.  It is a very tasteful design 
and can only improve the area.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Planning Application 12NP0099 – Proposed Development: 
Construction of detached three storey four bedroomed house incorporating 
laundry and storage facilities for proposed self-catering business on the 
adjacent site. (Land to rear of Greystones, Lanehead, Tarset, Hexham, 
Northumberland, NE48 1NT

We object to the proposed application on the following grounds: 

1. The revised planning application takes little note of the objections 
previously raised, and is in fact very similar to the previous rejected 
scheme.

2. The height of this proposed three-storey building has in fact increased 
owing to the revised depth of the excavation, and it will still dominate the 
skyline of the entire area, and be entirely out of scale with existing 
buildings.

3. The shape and size of the building is entirely out of character with the 
area. It appears to be a curious hybrid - at least semi-commercial (very 
large laundry facilities, large communal spaces on upper floor which 
appear to be related to business recreation associated with the bothies, not 
for personal/family use). The applicant has not abided by his previous 
submitted plans, or with planning permissions as received, as is shown by 
the sale of the Longhouse after its erection under the local needs criteria, 
and there must be considerable doubt as to the proposed function of this 
building. Laundry service for the bothies could well be catered for in a 
much smaller building or outbuilding.

4. The proposed bridge represents an additional problem. It is totally out of 
character with other buildings in the area, and will be visible over a wide 
area.

5. The issue of privacy for Hunter’s Lodge has not been addressed in any 
meaningful way. The cedar louvred panels may appear to be a concession 
preventing Hunter’s Lodge being overlooked, but the building as 
proposed will still totally overpower the adjacent property and a move of 
2 metres away will not address this.
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While this may not be directly relevant to planning criteria, it would seem 
extraordinary if planning permission were to be granted for a building to which 
such a very high percentage of those living in the community object, as altering 
the entire character of Lanehead. Its traditional buildings, as has been pointed 
out frequently during discussions, risk being swamped by a development of a 
scale and character entirely out of character with the rest of the settlement, and 
indeed highly unsuitable for any National Park. The housing proposed has 
sought to vindicate poor quality modern design by linking it in a specious way 
with traditional buildings from the area’s past (and present) such as bastles and 
tower houses. Such a link should not be used to permit a development so out of 
character with the area, and that will dominate one of the most beautiful and 
important skylines in the Park, which Anne has enjoyed for nearly 60 years, and 
Bill over the past 23 years. Even with the existing longhouse, it is no longer
possible to fully enjoy the superb views on all sides, but these would be much 
further eroded by the erection of this building.

Yours sincerely,

Anne and William Monroe
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   13 November 2012 20:08
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Jules Cocker 

Address:
1, The Stables, Bellingham, Hexham, Northumberland, NE48 2JT

Comments:
I think it's great for bringing tourism into the local area and will benefit 
the local economy. I have no objection whatsoever to this. The area has so 
much to offer and having this will allow people to enjoy the beauty of 
Northumberland in an eco-friendly way.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
communication is contrary to ICT policies and outside the scope of the 
employment of the individual concerned. Northumberland National Park Authority 
will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
liability arising.
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Planning Application 12NP0099

NO OBJECTION

We are making this statement as friends of Mr Cocker and Miss Briggs and as 
supporters of the Tarset Tor project. 
We live in and our children attend schools in the National Park.
I am chair of governors for Otterburn First School, Katie is on the PTA. The school is 
forecasting a reduction of pupil numbers, possibly affecting its sustainability (through 
loss of funding based on pupil numbers).
We help run a Woodcraft Folk group for families with children aged under 16. We 
see families within the Park as active, committed participants who sustain rural 
communities. We are very aware of the need to retain families within the Park. We 
have witnessed many local young adults leave their birthplace, unable to return due 
to lack of employment and (affordable) housing.
We support Tarset Tor as a sustainable business, that has and will provide 
employment for the applicant as well as a number of local people.
The National Park is not a retirement village, it needs to thrive, for everybody in it to 
survive.
Growing families need larger houses.

Stephen Shaw & Katie Bland

Crown Farm
Elsdon
NE19 1AA
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   14 November 2012 10:54
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from susan johnson 

Address:
30 Greenwich Court,Park View close,St.Albans,AL1 5TR

Comments:
Northumberland is beautiful, especially the Kielder, Tarsett and Bellingham 
area. It definitely needs more enterprising businesses and accommodation to 
enable visitors to enjoy this area. Kielder water was built to be enjoyed, but 
lots of travellers dont even know of its existance as there are no adverts. to 
bring visitors attention to the area. This is an extremely well thought out 
and enterprising business and should be allowed to go ahead

,
Tel:
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copyright or any other legal right by email communications. Any such 
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will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
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liability arising.
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   14 November 2012 22:40
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Tracey Wilson 

Address:
1 Blair Park,Knaresborough,North Yorkshire,HG5 0TH

Comments:
I would like to offer my support for this proposal.  I believe this is a 
sustainable development  in an area that needs families to maintain schools 
and services and contribute to the local economy.  I have known Mr Cocker for 
over 30 years and know how he integrates fully with a local community and 
embraces all the community has to offer.

,
Tel:
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will not accept any liability in respect of such communication, and the 
employee responsible will be personally liable for any damages or other 
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   16 November 2012 14:24
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from Rachael Abi 

Address:
12 Pembroke Drive, Stone, Staffs, ST15 8XE

Comments:
Love the house.
Will be going to stay there with friends and family.

,
Tel:
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   21 November 2012 16:22
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from mr & mrs 
s.m.turnbull 

Address:
crackin view,lanehead,tarset,hexham

Comments:
As immediate neigbours to Mr Cockers proposed development we see no reason at  
all as to it being refused. The site he owns will comfortably take another 
development without ruining the area at all. It will in turn free up another 
house in the area which will attract another family into the area. This area 
needs to attract familys and business in order for it to thrive into the 
future, Mr Cocker is trying to do this, unfortunatly there are several local 
residents who seem hell bent on trying to stop him rather than putting their 
time and effort into helping to develop their community !

,
Tel:
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From:   webmaster@nnpa.org.uk
Sent:   26 November 2012 10:16
To:     DC Consultation
Subject:        New comments for application 12NP0099

New comments have been received for application 12NP0099 from David Bailey 

Address:
1 Chapelstone Cottages,Backbarrow,Ulverston,Cumbria LA12 8PY

Comments:
As a frequent mountain biker in the area, I was pleased to see the Tarset Tor 
site is under consideration. Facilities for bikers and hikers in the area are 
very limited and this site will be of great benefit. I think the amazing 
design of the structure will also be visibly appealing and the eco-friendly 
approach will be a model for the future.

,
Tel:

IMPORTANT NOTICE - Disclaimer - Officers are expressly required not to make 
defamatory statements and not to infringe or authorize any infringement of 
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From:                              James McLear 
Sent:                               30 November 2012 07:48
To:                                   DC Consultation
Subject:                          12NP0099 - Comments for Application

To whom it may concern,

I would like to register my support for the planning application Ref: 12NP0099.

Samantha McLear
Tarset
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