
 

Signed (Chair):  Page 1 

 

PRUDHOE TOWN COUNCIL 
Minutes of the Planning, Contract and Works Meeting held in The Spetchells Centre, Front Street, 

Prudhoe at 7:00pm on Wednesday 11th February 2015 

 
PRESENT Cllr Mrs J McGee (Chair), Cllr Mrs E Burt, Cllr B Futers, Cllr A Gill, Cllr G Price, Cllr G 
Simpson, Cllr Mrs C Cuthbert, Cllr Ms J Rose, Cllr A Piper 
In attendance: R Whinney (Clerk) 
 
1415/1065  APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE Cllr G McCreedy, Cllr Mrs N McGee 
 
1415/1066  DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  None 
 
1415/1067  MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE PLANNING CONTRACT & WORKS COMMITTEE 
  HELD ON 14 JANUARY 2015 
 
It was AGREED to receive the minutes as a true record. 
Proposed: Cllr B Futers  Seconded: Cllr Mrs E Burt 
 
1415/1068  MATTERS ARISING.  
1415/1063 Appearance of Front Street – the Clerk report that, following the work of the Street Scene 
Working Group in spring 2014, he had prepared a report updating the group’s findings. The most 
significant information he had to report was as follows: 
Cash for Clothes – contact with the head office of the business proprietor, Lothian Recycling, in Bathgate 
near Edinburgh: a response had been requested in respect of the long-time boarded-up section of the 
shop frontage; 
Spend & Save – the proprietor had indicated that the shop would receive a coat of paint once the weather 
had improved in the spring; 
RightMove – the staff had indicated that quotations had been obtained in respect of the fascia, including 
the door, which was described as requiring particular attention. 
It was agreed to receive the Clerk’s report. 
 
1415/1069 PLANNING MATTERS 
 
1. Planning applications considered  
 
General – Prudhoe Hall Ward 
Ref. 14/03761/FELTPO 
Proposal: Tree Preservation Order: Removal of three lower limbs on one horse chestnut tree 
Location: Prudhoe House, South Road, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5JS 
Applicant: Mr King, ISS Facility Services Limited (address as above) 
Response deadline: 11 February 2015 
SUPPORT 
 
Prudhoe West & Halfway Ward 
Ref. 14/04049/FUL 
Proposal: Conversion of semi-detached house into two 2-bedroomed properties 
Location: 28 West Road, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 6HP 
Applicant: Mr Stephen Jefferson, 8 Paddock Wood, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5BJ 
Response deadline: 12 February 2015 
[The Committee considered this application at its January 2015 meeting, at which Objection was made 
on the grounds that the plans were not clear, especially in relation to the location of the proposed car 
parking space(s)] 
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Having received additional information to the effect that number of available car parking spaces was 
being reduced from two to zero, the Committee agreed to respond as it had in September 2014 
concerning the application made in respect of 27 West Road (the other half of the structure). It was 
therefore agreed to make NO OBJECTION, while raising concerns at the lack of parking provision for the 
development. 
 
General – Castlefields and Low Prudhoe Ward 
Ref. 14/00212/FUL 
Proposal: Proposed rear single storey sun lounge extension 
Location: 2 Greenwell Drive, Castlefields, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5QP 
Applicant: Mr Mark Wouldhave (address as above) 
Response deadline: 19 February 2015 
SUPPORT 
 
General – Prudhoe Hall Ward 
Planning Ref. 14/04160/FUL 
Proposal: Development comprising the demolition of non-listed buildings, erection of 392 dwellings (Use 
Class C3), conversion of Prudhoe Hall and associated buildings to provide 12 dwellings (Use class C3), 
improvement works to Walled Garden and associated access, landscape and infrastructure 
Location: Former Prudhoe Hospital, Prudhoe Hospital Drive, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5NT 
Applicant: Gentoo Homes / Homes & Communities Agency, Akeler House, Emperor Way, Doxford 
International Business Park, Sunderland, Tyne & Wear SR3 3XR 
Response deadline: 30 January 2015 
 
Three members of the public had requested permission to speak on this application, and were invited to 
address the meeting. All recorded their concerns about the development, including its impact on “an 
already stretched infrastructure” and “a beautiful location”; it was “twice the size of Castlefields 
[Estate]…a huge development”; “the proposed buffer zone and wildlife corridor…needs to be wider”. 
Noise reduction measures would need to be in place, and it was noted that the estimated duration of the 
development works was eight years. The residents agreed that they had found it hard to submit their 
comments on the online planning portal. 
 
Cllr Mrs M McGee thanked the residents for their views. She noted that there was much documentation 
online, but that an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was lacking. She suggested the need for an 
EIA, and noted that the failure to provide one in the case of the Northumberland Estates’ development to 
the north of Front Street had ended up costing the developer around £50,000. 
 
Cllr Mrs McGee summarised the history of the Prudhoe Hall site from the nineteenth century to date. She 
noted that though the site was in the Green Belt, the development as proposed was ‘brownfield’, and 
therefore permitted under the Tynedale Local Plan. She noted that following the Masterplan produced in 
2011 by the site owner, the Homes & Communities Agency, no developer had come forward to take 
these plans forward, and that it had now been decided that the whole of the site was needed for housing 
development. She also noted that the development as proposed comprised approximately 400 dwellings, 
and that this was project to increase the town’s population by some 1600 people, compared with the 
original suggestion of 650 dwellings / 2600 people. 
 
Cllr Mrs McGee summarised the responses received to date from consultees, reading extracts from 
reports to evidence their views. Having done so, she proposed that the Council object to the application 
as it stood – there was “no other choice but to object”. She noted the objections raised by other 
consultees, and stated that a lot more information must come forward. She urged that the application 
ought not to be brought before an NCC planning committee until all of the outstanding information had 
been received, and that the timescale for responses to be received should be extended to allow further 
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comments to be made. Cllr B Futers seconded both the proposal to formally object to the application, and 
to request the extension for responses to be submitted.   
 
Cllr G Simpson warmly thanked Cllr Mrs McGee for her work in scrutinising the application. He said the 
responses were quite unequivocal, and much work would be required of the developer to get the 
development right. He noted that the description ‘mixed-use’ for the development as it stood, made for 
interesting comparison with the ‘mixed-use’ envisaged by the Masterplan. 
 
Cllr Mrs McGee noted that it was unlikely for the application to go before an NCC planning committee 
before April or May at the earliest, given the need for all the responses to be received by the planners. 
 
Cllr Mrs E Burt also thanked Cllr Mrs McGee for her work. She stated that a development would take 
place, but that open spaces and their access needed to be protected, and she summarised the issues to 
be highlighted in the Council’s response to the Planning Authority. 
 
It was AGREED that the Council should respond to the Planning Authority, OBJECTING to the planning 
application on the grounds stated below, and making the comments / requests also as set out. 
Proposed: Cllr Mrs J McGee 
Seconded: Cllr B Futers 
. 
The Council notes that several consultees have submitted objections to this application. In each case a 
principal objection or objections is indicated: these are not exhaustive: 
 
1. Sport and Leisure 
Sport England (with the support of the Football Association): the application is met with a statutory 
objection on the ground of non-compliance with exception E4 of its playing field policy (that the playing 
field lost would be replaced, equivalent or better in terms of quantity, quality and accessibility). Sport 
England has also made a non-statutory objection on the ground that the proposal fails to make provision 
for the sporting needs of new residents. 
 
2. Protection of Woodland 
The Woodland Trust objects to the application “due to the damage it will cause to ancient woodland in 
respect of the access road, the siting of the houses [because of the proximity of the development to the 
woodland edge both at the north of the site bordering Priestclose Wood and the east of the site bordering 
Stanley Burn Wood] and the drainage infrastructure [potential for uncontrolled run-off of surface water, 
causing erosion, and for contamination by pollutants].” 
 
3. Ecology 
The County Council Ecologist considers that the applicant should prepare and submit a comprehensive 
biodiversity management plan for the site, “to conserve and enhance the ancient woodland and its linking 
function in the landscape.” They also state that the development does not accord with Natural England’s 
standing advice, and that “the development should be significantly revised to include at least 15 metre 
wide semi-natural buffers adjacent to the ancient woodland areas,” these buffers to be planted with 
named species “to create woodland edge habitat which will reduce unmanaged access….into ancient 
woodland.” The report states that in its present form the application should be refused, and refers to 
inconsistencies and contradictions in the various environmental reports submitted to date by the 
applicant. 
 
4. Sustainable Drainage Systems 
The County Council’s SuDS Officer states that after a comprehensive review of the Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA) “we object to the proposed development on the grounds of a lack of information with 
regards to flood risk and surface water drainage from the development.” A total of eight separate 
concerns are highlighted in the SuDS Officer’s response. These include the lack of information or 
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calculations in the FRA regarding an allowable discharge rate into the Stanley Burn (the principal 
watercourse), and the lack of details of the proposed attenuation on site. Both of these must be provided 
in the FRA. The Committee was told that oral statements by the developer at the public consultation had 
indicated that attenuation tanks would be proposed, but the application now stated that these were not 
feasible. 
 
The Council agreed that the following issues should also be considered by the Planning Authority: 
 
5. Highways 
It is noted that a response to the application has yet to be received from the County Council’s Highways 
department: any such response must be available for consideration before a proper judgment can be 
made on the application. 
 
6. Environmental Impact Assessment 
The Council urges that consideration be given to the need for an Environmental Impact Assessment to be 
required in respect of this application, and asks that any decision on this matter be made public as soon 
as it has been taken, along with reasons for the decision. 
 
7. Affordable Housing 
The Council notes that the Core Strategy has yet to be come into effect. In respect of affordable housing, 
it therefore suggests that the governing policy in respect of social and affordable housing is the Tynedale 
Local Plan (a ‘saved’ policy). This policy is believed to require affordable housing levels to be 
substantially in excess of the 30% offered by the developer in this case. The meeting also urged that the 
need for one-bedroom apartments and two-bedroom bungalows was not provided for in the application, 
and that this need ought to be addressed, as recommended by NCC’s Housing Department. 
 
8. Travel Plan 
Regarding the proposed Travel Plan, the Council expressed concern that the envisaged ‘link’ bus service 
was not proposed to be brought into operation until the development had been half completed. Although 
walking distances to first schools, for instance, were measured to be less than one mile, the development 
was physically remote from the rest of the town. It was therefore agreed that the service ought to be 
brought into operation much sooner than envisaged to ensure the development’s connectivity with 
schools, shops, and other services. 
 
Apart from a widened entrance to the access road, concern was expressed that no traffic management 
measures had been proposed to ensure safe access to / exit from the B6395. 
 
Conclusions 
In view of the significance of the objections, including statutory objections, made by consultees, the 
Council’s only option was to OBJECT to the application, indicating its own concerns as the body 
representing the views of local residents, along with the shortcomings identified by other consultees. This 
decision was reached unanimously. 
 
In addition to the objections and concerns raised in respect of the application itself, the Planning Contract 
& Works Committee agreed that the following responses should be conveyed to the Planning Authority, 
requesting appropriate action in each case: 
 
1. The Planning Officer responsible for the application had confirmed that responses were still awaited 
from several consultees, including NCC Highways. It was noted that four separate responses, including 
the important response from the SuDS Officer, had only been received and communicated on the day the 
application was being considered (around 2 weeks after the scheduled response date). The Committee 
therefore agreed that the Planning Authority should be requested to extend the timescale for responses 
until all consultees’ responses had been received. 
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2. In view of the significant shortcomings in the application identified by statutory consultees, the 
Committee agreed to request that the application should be re-submitted to the Council for consideration 
once all the consultees’ definitive responses had been received, as had occurred on a number of 
occasions recently when additional information was received by the Planning Authority. 
 
3. Feedback from members of the public given at the meeting indicated that they had experienced great 
difficulty in submitting their responses on the online planning portal. The process was felt to be far too 
lengthy and drawn-out.  
 
General – Prudhoe Hall Ward 
Ref. 14/04061/LBC 
Proposal: Listed Building Consent for Conversion of Prudhoe Hall and associated buildings to provide 12 
dwellings (Use class C3), and improvement works to the Walled Garden 
Location: Former Prudhoe Hospital, Prudhoe Hospital Drive, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5NT 
Applicant: Gentoo Homes / Homes & Communities Agency, Akeler House, Emperor Way, Doxford 
International Business Park, Sunderland, Tyne & Wear SR3 3XR 
Response deadline: 30 January 2015 
OBJECTION 
It was unanimously agreed that this application should be objected to on the same grounds as submitted 
in respect of application 14/04060. 
 
2. Decisions of the Planning Authority in respect of planning applications 
 
General (West Wylam Ward) 
Planning Ref. 13/03522/COU 
Proposal: Change of use from former place of worship (D1) to restaurant (A3) with ancillary takeaway 
service: erection of flue and 10 no. bay customer car park to rear 
Location: Kingdom Hall of Jehovah’s Witnesses, Stonyflat Bank, Prudhoe, Northumberland, NE42 5EP 
Applicant: Ms Khadija Uddin, 20 Meadow Gate Drive, Hartlepool TS26 0RH 
Response deadline: 15 December 2014  
Northumberland County Council decided to REFUSE permission 
[The Council had responded OBJECTING to the application] 
 
General - West Wylam Ward 
Planning Ref. 14/04203/FUL 
Proposal: Internal alterations & construction of access platform to storeroom 
Location: J&C Stores (NISA), West Wylam Drive, West Wylam, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5ES 
Applicant: Mr Hardial Jagpal, (address given as Biverfield Road, West Wylam NE42 5ER) 
Response deadline: 12 January 2015 
Northumberland County Council decided to GRANT permission 
 [The Council had responded SUPPORTING the application] 
 
General 
Planning ref. 13/03076/OUT 
Proposal: Outline permission for approximately 70-80 residential dwellings with associated access on 
land to the south of Broomhouse Lane, Prudhoe 
Location: Land to the south of Broomhouse Lane, Prudhoe Northumberland 
Applicant: Mr Colin Barnes 
Response deadline: 2 November 2013 
Northumberland County Council decided to GRANT permission 
[The Council had responded OBJECTING to the application as follows] 
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Prudhoe West & Halfway Ward 
Planning Ref. 14/03965/FUL 
Proposal: Demolition of existing structure and construction of 1 new build detached bungalow and 2 
terrace dwellings along with associated site works and boundary treatments 
Location: Land south-east of Locomotive Court, Fair View, Prudhoe, Northumberland 
Applicant: Mr Alan Batey, Whinhaven, Peth Lane, Ryton, Tyne & Wear NE40 3PD 
Response deadline: 25 December 2014 
Northumberland County Council decided to GRANT permission 
[The Council had responded SUPPORTING the application] 
 
Prudhoe West & Halfway Ward 
Ref. 14/03935/FUL 
Proposal: Construction of ground floor extension, external ramp access, re-graded vehicle parking and 
detached garage with store 
Location: 31 West Road, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 6HP 
Applicant: Mrs Sheila Herrick, (address as above) 
Response deadline: 30 December 2014 
Northumberland County Council decided to GRANT permission 
[The Council had responded SUPPORTING the application] 
 
West Wylam Ward 
Planning Ref. 14/03706/CLPROP 
Proposal: Certificate of lawfulness for proposed rear and side extension 
Location: 10 Low Close, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5HZ 
Applicant: Mr Kevin Altenroxel, 1 Bentley Close, 46 The Crescent, London SW19 8AL 
Response deadline: 15 December 2014 
Northumberland County Council decided to GRANT permission 
[The Council had responded SUPPORTING the application] 
 
Prudhoe West and Halfway Ward 
Planning Ref. T/20100576 
Proposal: Construction of 4 houses and associated works 
Location: Land east of Tulip Street, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 6JF 
Applicant: Mr A Newton / Mr B Rutherford, Mickley Garage, Mickley Square, Stocksfield NE43 7BG 
Response deadline: 4 December 2014 
Northumberland County Council decided to grant permission 
[The Council had responded SUPPORTING the application]  
 
Mickley Ward 
Ref. 14/03134/FUL 
Proposal: Construction of stone porch leading from rear entrance of house 
Location: 3 Cherryburn Cottages, Mickley, Stocksfield, Northumberland NE43 7DB 
Applicant: Mr Keith Hamilton (address as above) 
Response deadline: 26 January 2015 
Northumberland County Council decided to GRANT permission 
[The Council had responded SUPPORTING the application] 
 
Castlefields & Low Prudhoe Ward 
Ref. 14/04047/FUL 
Proposal: Single storey rear extension to the existing freestanding garage building 
Location: 16 North Wylam View, Prudhoe, Northumberland NE42 5FD 
Applicant: Mr Ian Lowry, (address as above) 
Response deadline: 29 December 2014 
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Northumberland County Council decided to GRANT permission 
[The Council had responded SUPPORTING the application, Councillor Mrs E Burt had asked that it be 
recorded that she abstained from the decision taken in respect of this application.] 
 
It was agreed to receive the notifications. 
 
1415/1070 NORTHUMBERLAND COUNTY COUNCIL: REVIEW OF THE PLANNING SERVICE 
Cllr Mrs J McGee introduced the item, summarising the letter received from Mr G Paul, Director, 
Planning, Economy, and Housing, NCC, and indicating the relevant recommendations made by NCC’s 
Audit Committee following the planning review produced for NCC by Deloittes. She also referred 
members to the briefing on the matter produced by the Clerk.  
 
Commenting, Cllr Mrs E Burt stated that it would be “foolish” to think that there would not be changes to 
the operation of the planning process. However, she was concerned at the suggestion that local councils 
were viewed as causing delays, noting that the council did not object to planning applications either lightly 
or often. She suggested that the council should respond stating that local council objections supported by 
material considerations [as defined in planning law] should trigger a reference to a planning committee as 
before, while planning officers should have the authority to over-ride non-material objections. She 
suggested a trial period for new arrangements, as it was important to see that local councils were not 
disempowered by any changes. 
 
Agreeing with Cllr Mrs Burt’s views and with her suggestions, Cllr Mrs McGee noted that the council had 
a record of making valid objections to applications. She felt that the Deloittes’ report had wrongly placed 
much of the onus for the planning service’s problems on local councils. She said that the council had 
picked up on significant inaccuracies in planning applications – for instance the distance between 
residential properties and the new industrial process proposed and later withdrawn by a major local 
employer. She said that NCC needed to look internally, and that the fault lay with the Planning 
Department itself. Cllr Mrs Burt added that the reason that many applications were proceeding to appeal 
[to HM Planning Inspectorate] was that NCC planning committees were over-riding planning officers’ 
recommendations. 
 
In response to a question from Cllr G Price, the Clerk stated that any proposed changes would not impact 
on the actual work of the Planning Contract & Works Committee, as the Council was required by law to 
be informed of planning applications, and would still be able to make comments and raise concerns in the 
manner used at present. 
 
Commenting on the NCC recommendation that the number of area planning committees be reduced from 
four to two, Cllr Mrs Burt suggested that there had been a steady loss of local knowledge from the days 
of Tynedale Council. Cllr Mrs McGee stated that while the Government had purported to encourage 
localism, in fact decision-making was being moved away from localities. She raised the concern that the 
removal of NCC area planning committees as presently constituted would make it harder for local people 
to get to planning meetings, whether to listen or to speak. She suggested the best case for opposing the 
loss of the area committees should be based on the need to uphold local democracy. 
 
It was AGREED to respond to the NCC consultation, (a) stating that local council objections supported 
by material considerations should continue to trigger a reference to a planning committee, and (b) that 
the changes to the planning committee format / structure were opposed on the grounds that (i) the 
knowledge and involvement of more local councillors would be lost and (ii) that the proposed change 
would make it harder for local people to attend NCC planning committee meetings. 
Proposed: Cllr Mrs J McGee 
Seconded: Cllr Mrs E Burt 
 
 



 

Signed (Chair):  Page 8 

 

1415/1071 EDGEWELL CEMETERIES 
Cllr A Gill drew the attention of the meeting to the report of the recent meeting of the Cemetery & 
Memorial Sub-Committee. In respect of the concerns expressed by residents of Greener Court regarding 
the hedge boundary at the south-west corner of the Old Cemetery – in particular regarding the invasion of 
their privacy, Cllr Gill stated that the Council had requested NCC to take action because the hedge had 
become overgrown. Litter and leaf matter had collected up against the far side of the fence, while the 
hedge itself was as much as 5 metres wide / deep, with some dead growth in the middle. The council had 
taken the advice of an independent tree surgeon, who had indicated that they would have proceeded as 
NCC had done, and that the work was necessary. The Sub-Committee had therefore recommended that 
the Council should respond to the residents as set out in the report. Cllr Gill added that NCC had stated 
that there were no bats on the site. Lastly, Cllr Gill noted that the revised report on the stability testing of 
memorials had now been received from NCC. 
 
Responding, Cllr Mrs Burt requested that the minutes record the commendation of the Council of the 
excellent work done by the Sub-Committee over recent years. This had led to the greatly improved 
appearance of the cemeteries, and was a great credit to the town. In respect of the hedge, she suggested 
that the Council might need to consider the possibility of replanting at the hedge at some stage.  
 
It was AGREED to receive the report, and to proceed as recommended by the Sub-Committee in respect 
of the hedge (a) encouraging NCC to carry on with their work to the hedge (b) responding to the residents 
of Greener Court as proposed. 
Proposed: Cllr A Gill 
Seconded: Cllr Mrs E Burt 
 
 

END OF MEETING 


