
 

WHALTON PARISH COUNCIL 
℅ 18 The Turn 

Morpeth 
NE61 2DU 

Ms Ann Rawlinson 
Development Management 
Northumberland County Council 
County Hall 
Morpeth Northumberland 
NE61 2EF 
 
19 July 2017 
 
Dear Ms Rawlinson  
 
Planning application: 17/02148/FUL - Erection of 19 dwellings and associated infrastructure           
including SUDS basin on land to the south of Manor Close Whalton, Northumberland, NE61 3XF. 
 
Thank you for notifying Whalton Parish Council (WPC) of the above application. Following the views               
expressed by parishioners at both a parish meeting on 7 July attended by approaching 100               
parishioners and at the meeting of the Parish Council on 18 July, the Parish Council are strongly                 
opposed to the proposed development, the reasons for which are set out below.  
 
The Development Plan and material considerations 
 
In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, decisions on               
planning applications must be made in accordance with the Development Plan, unless material             
considerations indicate otherwise. 
 
The primacy of the Development Plan is reaffirmed in paragraph 11 of the National Planning Policy                
Framework (NPPF) which states:  

‘Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in            
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.’ 

 
Paragraph 12 of the NPPF goes on to state:  

‘This National Planning Policy Framework does not change the statutory status of the             
development plan as the starting point for decision making. Proposed development that            
accords with an up-to-date Local Plan should be approved, and proposed development that             
conflicts should be refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise.’ 

 
The statutory Development Plan relevant to this application consists of the saved policies of the               
Castle Morpeth District Local Plan (2003 - CMDLP) and saved policy S5 of the Northumberland               
County and National Park Joint Structure Plan (2005). Material considerations comprise: the NPPF             
and National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG).  
 
As Northumberland County Council resolved, on 5 July 2017, to withdraw the Northumberland Local              
Plan Core Strategy which had been submitted for Public Examination, it is not a material               
consideration in the determination of this application. However, some of the associated evidence             
base remains a material consideration. 
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Castle Morpeth District Local Plan (2003): 
 
Whilst the CMDLP was adopted over 13 years ago, with a plan period from 1991 to 2006, it remains                   
the Development Plan and is the starting point for the determination of the planning application.               
Paragraph 215 of the NPPF states that:  

‘…due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree               
of consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the                 
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).’ 

 
A number of the policies within the CMDLP are relevant to the determination of the planning                
application. Those that go to the heart of the proposal are: 

● C1 and WHC1 – Settlement Boundaries; 
● C16 - Green Belt; and 
● C17 – New buildings in the Green Belt. 

 
Other policies relating to more technical matters are: 

● RE6 - Drainage, water supply and sewerage; 
● C11 - Protected species; 
● C15 – Trees, hedgerows and landscaping; 
● C26 – Conservation Areas; 
● H9 – Affordable housing in rural areas; 
● H15 – New housing development; and 
● I2 – Planning obligations. 

 
Northumberland County and National Park Joint Structure Plan (2005): 
 
One policy from the Northumberland County and National Park Joint Structure Plan remains in place               
as part of the Development Plan. Policy S5 concerns a proposed extension to the green belt around                 
Morpeth.  
 
Material considerations: 
 
The NPPF is a material consideration in planning decisions. Paragraph 6 states that the purpose of                
the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. Several             
sections of the NPPF are relevant to the determination of the planning application: 

● Paragraph 14 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development; 
● Paragraph 17 – Core planning principles; 
● Paragraph 47 – Boosting the supply of housing; 
● Paragraph 49 – Five year housing land supply and sustainable development; 
● Paragraph 64 – Requiring good design; 
● Paragraph 50 – Housing mix; 
● Paragraphs 79 to 92 – Protecting Green Belt land; 
● Paragraph 111 – Effective use of land; 
● Paragraphs 128 and 131 to 136 – Heritage assets. 

 
The relevant elements of the Northumberland Local Plan Core Strategy evidence base are a material               
consideration in the determination of this application, particularly the 2015 Green Belt Review. 
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The Principle of Development  
 
As explained above, decisions on planning applications must be made in accordance with the              
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The application site is covered            
by two land allocations within the CMDLP which go to the heart of the assessment of the                 
acceptability of the principle of development: 

● Green Belt (C16); and 
● Settlement Boundaries (C1 and WHC1). 

 
The application site lies within the general extent of the Green Belt as defined by Structure Plan                 
policy S5. 
 
Green Belt: 
 
Paragraph 79 of the NPPF identifies that the Government attaches great importance to Green Belts,               
with the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy being to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land                
permanently open. The essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their             
permanence. Paragraph 80 sets out the five purposes of the Green Belt, which are to: 

● Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
● Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
● Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
● Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
● Assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. 

 
It is noted that the applicant states that the application site does not lie within the Green Belt,                  
quoting a number of appeal decisions; WPC strongly disputes this approach. In a more recent               
appeal, dated 19 June 2017, for land west of High House in Morpeth , the Inspector clearly disagrees                 
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with the earlier decisions. The Inspector acknowledged that precise Green Belt boundaries in the              
vicinity of the appeal site had not been defined in a Local Plan and highlighted that a similar issue                   
was addressed in a recent Secretary of State decision on an appeal for land off Avon Drive, near York                  
. 
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In the Avon Drive appeal, the general extent of the Green Belt boundary was established by a                 
Regional Spatial Strategy, but the inner boundary had not been defined by a Local Plan. The                
Inspector concluded that the lack of a defined boundary provides insufficient justification to             
arbitrarily exclude any site contained within the general extent of the Green Belt. The Inspector               
went on to determine if the site was within the Green Belt by assessing its contribution towards the                  
Green Belt purposes. He concluded that it is enough for a site to make a contribution to one of                   
these purposes for it to be within the general extent of the Green Belt. The Secretary of State                  
agreed with this approach in his decision. 
In paragraph 11 of the High House decision, the Inspector states: 

‘In support of the appeal, my attention has been drawn to recent appeal decisions4 near               
Morpeth where the issue of the Green Belt was considered. I note that in these cases the                 
Inspectors considered that the precise boundary of the Green Belt had not been defined and               
that this matter was not a determinative issue in their decisions. However, mindful of the               
conclusions of the Secretary of State in relation to the ‘Avon Drive’ appeal, I disagree with my                 
colleague Inspectors on this matter and specifically that the lack of a defined boundary does               
not justify the arbitrary exclusion of a site from the general extent of the Green Belt.’ 

 

1 APP/P2935/W/17/3167263 
2 APP/C2741/W/16/3149489 
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Paragraph 12 then explains: 
‘I consider that the approach taken in the ‘Avon Drive’ appeal as outlined above is applicable                
to this proposal. To determine if the site is within the general extent of Green Belt as it                  
currently exists, I will therefore assess its contribution to the five purposes of the Green Belt                
as defined by paragraph 80 of the Framework.’ 

 
In accordance with the Secretary of State’s decision in the Avon Drive case and the Inspector’s                
decision in the High House case, the Council, in determining the application, must assess its               
contribution to the five purposes of the Green Belt. 
 
The Northumberland Local Plan Core Strategy Green Belt Review (2015) undertook an assessment of              
the Green Belt to ensure a consistent approach in relation to the review of the Green Belt around                  
settlements. The assessment for Whalton identified that all land around the village made a high               
contribution to Green Belt purposes.  
 
The application site lies within land parcel area ‘WN02 – Whalton South East’. The assessment               
against the purposes of the Green Belt concluded the following: 

● Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas: ‘An attractive village within easy              
commuting distance of the Tyne and Wear conurbation, there is a risk of ‘leapfrog              
development in the form of ribbon development along the B6524 to the south west, C358 to                
the south east and unclassified road to the east. There is also a risk of noncompact ‘backland’                 
development’; 

● Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another: ‘There is no risk of merger with any               
substantial settlement in this direction’; 

● Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment: ‘This LPA is on an open south              
facing slope of a prominent ridge, which is visible from some distance. Apart from buildings               
of a rural character on the south side of the village street this LPA comprises countryside’; 

● Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns: ‘The Green Belt purpose of              
preserving the setting and special character of historic towns is only applied to Hexham,              
Corbridge and Morpeth in this review’; 

● Conclusion: ‘High contribution to Green Belt purposes. The high contribution to the            
prevention of sprawl and encroachment on the countryside outweigh the lower risk of             
merger.’ 

 
WPC agree with this assessment; the application site therefore contributes to the first and third of                
the Green Belt purposes. In accordance with the Secretary of State’s decision, it must therefore lie                
within the general extent of the Green Belt, as established by Structure Plan policy S5.  
 
As the site lies within the general extent of the Green Belt, paragraph 89 of the NPPF applies. This                   
sets out the categorises of development which may be regarded as not being inappropriate within               
the Green Belt. New buildings within the Green Belt are inappropriate unless they meet certain               
exceptions. The application does not meet these exceptions, it is therefore inappropriate            
development. 
 
Paragraph 79 of the NPPF is clear that the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness                 
and permanence. The proposed development would be seriously harmful to the Green Belt by              
reason of its inappropriateness and because it would significantly reduce its openness, it would              
therefore conflict with paragraph 79 of the NPPF. The applicant has not provided details of the very                 
special circumstances which could justify granting planning permission. 
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It is the view of WPC that the proposed development will be seriously harmful to the Green Belt by                   
reason of its inappropriateness and because it would significantly reduce its openness; planning             
permission should therefore be refused. 
 
Settlement boundary: 
 
The application site lies outside the settlement boundary for Whalton, as defined in policy WHC1 of                
the CMDLP. Policy C1 states that development in the open countryside, beyond settlement             
boundaries, will not be permitted unless it is essential to meet the needs of agriculture or forestry or                  
it accords with a number of policies, including H16 which specifies criteria to be used to assess                 
houses in the open countryside. The proposal would not meet the criteria of Policies C1 or H16 and                  
therefore conflicts with the CMDLP. 
 
The applicant states that the settlement boundary is not based on up to date evidence of housing                 
need. However, as the Council is able to demonstrate a housing land supply in excess of five years,                  
in accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF, relevant policies for the supply of housing, including                
the settlement boundary, should therefore be considered up to date.  
 
The proposal is therefore not in accordance with these policies and should be refused. 
 
In the submitted planning statement (paragraph 6.25), the applicant has referred to a number of               
recently approved applications, where they state, the Council concluded that the settlement            
boundary was considered to be out of date, this statement is inaccurate: 

● Stannington Station does not have a settlement boundary defined in the CMDLP; 
● Great Whittington and Kirkwhelpington do not have settlement boundaries defined in the            

Tynedale District Local Plan (2000) or Tynedale Core Strategy (2007); and 
● Whilst Swarland had a settlement boundary in the Alnwick District Local Plan (1997), this              

was removed when the Alnwick District Core Strategy (2007) was approved. 
 
This is inaccurate information and should not be considered by the Council as a material               
consideration to weigh in favour of the proposed development.  
 
Highway Issues 
 
WPC are at odds with the inference that Manor Close is a suitable access road not only for the new                    
development, but also as replacement access for the farmer to gain access to the remaining               
agricultural land. The homes on Manor Close have no off-street parking being constructed in the               
1950’s. Parking is a major issue with cars parking nose-to-tail at times. The idea that drivers would                 
be able to pull in to let on-coming vehicles through is not realistic. There would be a real danger that                    
vehicles would be reversing long distances, including potentially onto the main B class road through               
the village. The idea that a small number of visitor spaces on the new development would                
compensate for the acknowledged loss of existing on-street parking is not in accord with experience.               
Households now generally comprise at least two cars, with three and four vehicle households being               
more and more common. 
 
Foul & Surface Water Drainage Issues 
 
The west end of the village is already suffering from inadequate drainage which frequently              
surcharges in heavy (not just exceptional) rain. A parishioner of long standing told the Council that                
the drainage was laid as a 6” pipe in the 1920s. As is common in older systems, foul and surface                    
water drains are combined. The parishioner told how in times of heavy rain, the back-up into his                 
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property is not just surface water but includes foul. The Council considers that this will inevitably                
mean extensive and expensive works will be required leading to a further application for more               
houses to”make the development viable”.  
 
Technical matters 
 
In addition to the development being unacceptable in principle, the proposal gives rise to further               
concern in terms of its detailed impacts, particularly the impact on heritage assets. 
 
The submitted heritage assessment is severely limited in scope. Paragraph 2.5.1 states that the              
assessment is based upon data obtained from publicly accessible archives. No mention is made              
within the report of a site survey being undertaken. 
 
Paragraph 6.1.1 of the assessment states that there are potential direct impacts on known or               
unknown archaeological remains and recommends further work prior to the consideration of the             
application. Paragraphs 6.2.3 and 6.2.4 provide a severely limited assessment of the impact of the               
development on the adjacent Conservation Area and nearby Listed Buildings. From the information             
provided it is not understood how the report can conclude, in paragraph 6.3.3, that the impacts are                 
not significant. 
 
The level of information provided within the application fails to meet the requirements of paragraph               
128 of the NPPF which states: 

‘In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to           
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by             
their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no               
more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their              
significance.’ 

 
In addition, paragraph 31 of Historic England’s guidance ‘Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in             
the Historic Environment’ (July 2015) states that ‘For sites with archaeological interest, whether             
designated or not, the benefits of conserving them are a material consideration when considering              
planning applications for development’. 
 
Given the potential importance of the archaeology and the impact of the development on the               
Conservation Area and Listed Buildings, the absence of a detailed heritage assessment is significant.              
It is essential that this is addressed prior to any decision, as it is a material consideration in the                   
assessment of the acceptability of the proposal. 
 
 
 
Conclusion  
The proposed development would be seriously harmful to the Green Belt by reason of its               
inappropriateness and because it would significantly reduce its openness. The applicant has not             
demonstrated the very special circumstances necessary to justify granting planning permission. It is             
therefore contrary to: Policies C16, C17 and WHC1 of the CMDLP and paragraphs 87 and 88 of the                  
NPPF. 
 
The proposed development lies in the open countryside, outside the Whalton settlement boundary.             
Policies which restrict new housing are only out of date where there is not a 5-year supply of housing                   
land. As there is a 5-year supply, CMDLP Policies C1 and WHC1 still apply. The proposal is therefore                  
contrary to Policies C1 and WHC1 of the CMDLP. 
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The presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in paragraph 14 of NPPF referred to                
in the applicant’s planning statement does not apply. This is because the policies contained within               
the adopted Development Plan are not absent, silent or out of date.  
 
The NPPF and the presumption in favour of sustainable development does not change the statutory               
purpose of the Development Plan, and there are no material planning considerations carrying             
sufficient weight to justify development contrary to it. 

 
WPC is greatly concerned about the impact of the development proposed on heritage assets,              
particularly the Conservation Area. The applicant has failed to demonstrate the impact of the              
proposed development on archeology, the Conservation Area or nearby Listed Buildings. The            
application is contrary to paragraph 128 of the NPPF. 

 
The application should therefore be refused. 
 
WPC would welcome the opportunity to comment on any revised information submitted in respect              
of this application and look forward to hearing from you regarding the intended date for the                
application’s consideration by the Council’s Planning Committee. 
 
If you would like to discuss any matters raised in this response, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Stephen Rickitt 
Clerk to Whalton Parish Council 
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