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Thriving Communities – Infrastructure 

11th November 2015 

General recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 – The Northumberland National Park Authority (NNPA) should identify 
the key areas of infrastructure it can influence, either directly or with others, and set out 
clearly what it aims to achieve. 
 

Recommendation 2– Based on the key areas identified the NNPA should construct and 
maintain an up to date evidence base to help inform and monitor change (note this should 
not frustrate action or testing approaches where evidence is not readily available).  
 

Recommendation 3 – identify hubs or focal points in the Park where infrastructure and 
services can be joined up to be more accessible to both visitors and locals (e.g. bus stops, 
access routes, telecoms and charging points plus information). 

Recommendation 4 – The NNPA should prepare an Infrastructure Plan as part of the Local 
Plan Review. 

Topic Specific:  

Telecoms Recommendation 

A) Understand the range of potential communication technologies and current coverage and 
reliability, have a strategy for which elements to pursue and do this in collaboration with 
others.  

B) Working with others to understand and illustrate demand, but also to make the economic 
case for mobile communications. 

 C) Consider key spots for delivering mobile charging and wifi connectivity. 

Schools and Health Recommendation 

To commend the role of individual members and the Authority response to issues such as 
the proposed closure of Branton School and the Harbottle Surgery. Recommend this 
approach is continued to secure appropriate outcomes in the Park. 

Transport Recommendation 

A) Having a clear understanding of the bus, train and road/car parking points used by people 
(or have potential to be used) to access the Park and consider how these could be better 
linked to infrastructure services and information for visitors to the Park  

B) The link from rail stations to The Sill to be a priority for developing innovative new 
transport solutions. 

Housing Recommendation 

A) Establish an up to date and locally informed housing needs analysis (note experience of 
the large estates and the importance of supporting succession in land based industries).   

B) Test new approaches to housing delivery e.g. exception sites or NNPA sites. 

Discussion 

Many thanks to Clive Coyne for an excellent background paper providing information on the 
current position and evidence base, and for taking us through this at the start of the meeting. 
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Infrastructure is a huge subject and is largely delivered by others.  For NNPA with limited 
resources it needs to be careful to identify which are the most important things to change, 
what outcome it can expect to achieve and then work in collaboration with partners to focus 
on delivery of priority outcomes. We may need to prioritise between the infrastructure 
headings and be proactive in finding suitable partners (especially private sector). 

Care needs to be taken to ensure that NNPA is not just seen as reacting negatively to 
change.  In some cases merging facilities or looking at alternative forms of provision may be 
a positive way forward.  We need to be advocates for an outcome that meets the needs of 
people while not being prescriptive in how this is achieved in topics that are not in the area of 
NP expertise. 

We can put decisions through a filtering process – being clear about why we are doing 
something e.g.: 

 Ensuring safety – cycling, phone signals 

 Facilitating or enabling – enable masts or enable public transport 

 Creating commercial opportunities  

NP does not need to keep doing things forever – develop it get it going then pass things on. 

Economics will be a major driver e.g. employment opportunities or sufficient customers / 
footfall to run a business whether that is a local service or tourism business.  If it is thought 
more young or working age people would be beneficial perhaps the economic situation is 
what needs to change and no amount of infrastructure or service provision will make a big 
difference to the choices people are making on economic grounds?  

Ensure we are making it easy for businesses - which may be broadband/ telecoms/planning 
or may be development such as the Sill, with the aim of increasing visitor numbers and 
hence creating opportunities for business and a demand or market for infrastructure which is 
economic to provide. 

Evidence needs to come from those that live and work in the Park but we also need to be 
aware of the needs of people that do not live there currently but may wish to move in now or 
in the future.  We also need to be fully aware of what would make the park more accessible 
for visitors who also need and depend on certain services. 

More visitors can make services (both public and private) more viable. Creating hub points in 
and close to the Park e.g. where public transport (rail and bus) car parking, mobile 
communications and charging points, riding, cycling and walking routes, information on 
safety, attractions, routes and services – all converge (or can be adjusted to converge) can 
make it easier for visitors to come to the park.  This may only require smaller nudges to 
enable facilities to converge. 

Note Community Energy Funds from wind farms – can act as a fund for a Community Trust 
and utilising community land assets either publicly or privately owned the funding could be 
used to develop an asset (e.g. housing) that then generates an ongoing income for the trust.  
NNPA can facilitate and share best practice 

Transport 

Given the high rates of car ownership, the low numbers of residents and low use of some 
public transport - few services are likely to be viable to serve residents and rather than see 
large public subsidy for busses there may well be better ways of providing for those without 
private transport e.g. community or dial up services, taxi. 

There is however the need for transport for visitors – the key elements of which are 
information and connectivity.  NNPA might host a map based platform that can draw in and 
connect to a range of information from other sources. 
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Safety of walking and cycling to access key places to visit, information on hazards e.g. 
timber lorries and consideration of short off road stretches or verge paths to enable walkers 
cyclists and horse riders to navigate more hazardous sections safely (if these were identified 
they could be packaged together for funding?).   

Don’t forget the wider bus network to villages and towns on the edge of the Park and how 
with better information these could be used by visitors coming out from urban areas or 
between park locations. 

Housing 

NNPA needs to be able to answer the question – what do we want more housing for? Is it to 
meet a need or that we want more people to live in the Park and therefore we want to have 
more homes in the hope (but not certainty, as this might not be the limiting factor) they will 
be occupied by residents that will use local facilities e.g. schools, shops health services etc.  

What is a viable population, are we trying to change the age profile and is that a reasonable 
objective or is the reality of living in the Park mean we get the age profile we have?  Are 
people willing to transport kids to schools, what about college aged students, is the level of 
turnover (rented and sales as people move through different life stages) sufficient to meet 
demands?  Is there a real ‘local need’ given limited employment opportunities?  Should we 
really be providing for older people in the Park away from services – but this is over 
paternalistic?   

Attendees: Fiona Gough (Review Chair) Jean Davidson (Review Deputy Chair) Review 
Members: Val Gibson Chris France (apologies from Alan Sharp and Anthony Murray).  Other 
Authority Members attending: Glen Sanderson (part of meeting) Sue Bolam (part of meeting) 
Peter Murray, Kirsten Francis, Paul Cowie. 

Independent Members: Philip Ashmore and Ali Robson 

Officers: Tony Gates and Clive Coyne 

Next Meeting:  17th February 2016 Review  

Part 1 - Development Management  

How are the new structures and processes bedding in to deliver a positive and proactive 
approach? Including: Customer and Agent feedback (from Oct 15 satisfaction survey, 2016 
Agents meeting). Are DM processing targets being met? 

Clarity of messages and are we achieving the objectives (are people coming forward with 
appropriate applications, numbers accepted / rejected, what sort of proposals are coming 
forward, are we lacking applications for certain types of activity, are appropriately designed 
proposals coming forward, are the outcomes in the plans being achieved 

Part 2 – Review of review recommendations of the past 18 months / 2 years 

Feedback on progress with taking forward agreed recommendations – written commentary 
from review topic owners circulated in advance 

One hour discussion with Leadership Team on the value or otherwise of the process, 
successful implementation, barriers to success and learning points in terms of how 
recommendations or conclusions from meetings are drafted or presented. 
 

 


