
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
Daljit Lally, Chief Executive 

County Hall, Morpeth, Northumberland, NE61 2EF 
T: 0345 600 6400 

www.northumberland.gov.uk 
  

    
 

 Your ref:  
Our ref:  
Enquiries to: Rebecca Greally 
Email: 
Rebecca.Greally@northumberland.gov.uk 
Tel direct: 01670 622616 
Date: Friday, 30 July 2021 

 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 

Your attendance is requested at a meeting of the CASTLE MORPETH LOCAL AREA 
COUNCIL to be held in Committee Room 1, County Hall, Morpeth, Northumberland, NE61 2EF 
on MONDAY, 9 AUGUST 2021 at 4.00 PM. 

Yours faithfully 

 

 
Daljit Lally 
Chief Executive 
 

To Castle Morpeth Local Area Council members as follows:- 

D Bawn, J Beynon (Chair), L Darwin, S Dickinson, R Dodd, L Dunn, J Foster (Vice-Chair 
(Planning)), P Jackson, V Jones, M Murphy, G Sanderson, D Towns (Vice-Chair) and 
R Wearmouth 

Any member of the press or public may view the proceedings of this meeting live on 
our YouTube channel at https://www.youtube.com/NorthumberlandTV.   
 

Members are referred to the risk assessment, previously circulated, for meetings held in County 
Hall. Masks should be worn when moving around but can be removed when seated, social 
distancing should be maintained, hand sanitiser regularly used and members requested to self-
test twice a week at home, in line with government guidelines.  

Public Document Pack

https://www.youtube.com/NorthumberlandTV


 
Castle Morpeth Local Area Council, 9 August 2021 

AGENDA 
 

PART I 
 

It is expected that the matters included in this part of the agenda 
will be dealt with in public. 

 
 

1.   PROCEDURE TO BE FOLLOWED AT PLANNING MEETINGS 
 

(Pages 1 
- 2) 

2.   APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 

 

3.   DISCLOSURE OF MEMBERS' INTERESTS 
 
Unless already entered in the Council’s Register of Members’ interests, 
members are required to disclose any personal interest (which includes 
any disclosable pecuniary interest) they may have in any of the items 
included on the agenda for the meeting in accordance with the Code of 
Conduct adopted by the Council on 4 July 2012, and are reminded that if 
they have any personal interests of a prejudicial nature (as defined under 
paragraph 17 of the Code Conduct) they must not participate in any 
discussion or vote on the matter and must leave the room. NB Any 
member needing clarification must contact the monitoring officer by email 
at monitoringofficer@northumberland.gov.uk. Please refer to the guidance 
on disclosures at the rear of this agenda letter. 
 

 

4.   DETERMINATION OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
To request the committee to decide the planning applications 
attached to this report using the powers delegated to it. 
 
Please note that printed letters of objection/support are no longer 
circulated with the agenda but are available on the Council’s website 
at http://www.northumberland.gov.uk/Planning.aspx 
 

(Pages 3 
- 6) 

5.   20/04264/FUL 
 
Part-Retrospective: Change of use of detached garage and pre-school 
nursery to Granny Annexe (amended description) 
Former Garage South East of Kirkley Mill Farm House, Kirkley Mill, 
Kirkley, Northumberland 
 
 

(Pages 7 
- 18) 

6.   APPEALS UPDATE 
 
For Members’ information to report the progress of planning appeals.  This 
is a monthly report and relates to appeals throughout all 5 Local Area 
Council Planning Committee areas and covers appeals of Strategic 
Planning Committee 
 

(Pages 
19 - 28) 

7.   REVIEW OF THE DEFINITIVE MAP AND STATEMENT OF PUBLIC 
RIGHTS OF WAY ALLEGED PUBLIC FOOTPATHS NOS 20 - 22 

(Pages 
29 - 154) 

mailto:monitoringofficer@northumberland.gov.uk
http://www.northumberland.gov.uk/Planning.aspx


 
Castle Morpeth Local Area Council, 9 August 2021 

PARISH OF EAST CHEVINGTON 
 
The Committee is asked to give consideration to all the relevant evidence 
gathered in support and rebuttal of a proposal to add to the Definitive Map 
and Statement a number of public rights of way in South Broomhill, east of 
St John’s Estate. 
 

8.   REVIEW OF THE DEFINITIVE MAP AND STATEMENT OF PUBLIC 
RIGHTS OF WAY ALLEGED PUBLIC BRIDLEWAY NO 36 PARISH OF 
BELSAY 
 
The Council is asked to give consideration to all the relevant evidence 
gathered in support and rebuttal of a proposal to add to the Definitive Map 
and Statement a public bridleway from the B6309 road immediately south-
west of Burnside Lodge in a general easterly direction for a distance of 
2700 metres to join Public Bridleway No 10, 235 metres south of the 
Belsay Estate Office. 
 

(Pages 
155 - 
204) 

9.   URGENT BUSINESS 
 
To consider such other business as, in the opinion of the Chair, should, by 
reason of special circumstances, be considered as a matter of urgency.  
 

 



 

Castle Morpeth Local Area Council, Monday, 9 August 2021 

IF YOU HAVE AN INTEREST AT THIS MEETING, PLEASE: 
  

● Declare it and give details of its nature before the matter is discussion or as soon as it 
becomes apparent to you. 

● Complete this sheet and pass it to the Democratic Services Officer.  

Name (please print):  

Meeting:  

Date:  

Item to which your interest relates:  

  

Nature of Registerable Personal Interest i.e either disclosable pecuniary interest (as 
defined by Annex 2 to Code of Conduct or other interest (as defined by Annex 3 to Code 
of Conduct) (please give details):  

  

  

 

 

 

Nature of Non-registerable Personal Interest (please give details): 

  
  
  
 
 
 
  

Are you intending to withdraw from the meeting? 

  

 
1. Registerable Personal Interests – You may have a Registerable Personal Interest if the 
issue being discussed in the meeting: 
  
a)     relates to any Disclosable Pecuniary Interest (as defined by Annex 1 to the Code of 
Conduct); or 



 
Castle Morpeth Local Area Council, 9 August 2021 

 b)   any other interest (as defined by Annex 2 to the Code of Conduct)  

The following interests are Disclosable Pecuniary Interests if they are an interest of either you 
or your spouse or civil partner:  
  
(1) Employment, Office, Companies, Profession or vocation; (2) Sponsorship; (3) Contracts 
with the Council; (4) Land in the County; (5) Licences in the County; (6) Corporate Tenancies 
with the Council; or (7) Securities -  interests in Companies trading with the Council.  
  
The following are other Registerable Personal Interests: 
  
(1) any body of which you are a member (or in a position of general control or management) to 
which you are appointed or nominated by the Council; (2) any body which  (i) exercises 
functions of a public nature or (ii) has charitable purposes or (iii) one of whose principal 
purpose includes the influence of public opinion or policy (including any political party or trade 
union) of which you are a member (or in a position of general control or management ); or (3) 
any person from whom you have received within the previous three years a gift or hospitality 
with an estimated value of more than £50 which is attributable to your position as an elected or 
co-opted member of the Council. 
  
2. Non-registerable personal interests - You may have a non-registerable personal interest 
when you attend a meeting of the Council or Cabinet, or one of their committees or sub-
committees, and you are, or ought reasonably to be, aware that a decision in relation to an 
item of business which is to be transacted might reasonably be regarded as affecting your well 
being or financial position, or the well being or financial position of a person described below to 
a greater extent than most inhabitants of the area affected by the decision. 

The persons referred to above are: (a) a member of your family; (b) any person with whom you 
have a close association; or (c) in relation to persons described in (a) and (b), their employer, 
any firm in which they are a partner, or company of which they are a director or shareholder. 

3. Non-participation in Council Business 

When you attend a meeting of the Council or Cabinet, or one of their committees or sub-
committees, and you are aware that the criteria set out below  are satisfied in relation to any 
matter to be considered, or being considered at that meeting, you must : (a) Declare that fact 
to the meeting; (b) Not participate (or further participate) in any discussion of the matter at the 
meeting; (c) Not participate in any vote (or further vote) taken on the matter at the meeting; 
and (d) Leave the room whilst the matter is being discussed. 

The criteria for the purposes of the above paragraph are that: (a) You have a registerable or 
non-registerable personal interest in the matter which is such that a member of the public 
knowing the relevant facts would reasonably think it so significant that it is likely to prejudice 
your judgement of the public interest; and either (b) the matter will affect the financial position 
of yourself or one of the persons or bodies referred to above or in any of your register entries; 
or (c) the matter concerns a request for any permission, licence, consent or registration sought 
by yourself or any of the persons referred to above or in any of your register entries. 

This guidance is not a complete statement of the rules on declaration of interests which 
are contained in the Members’ Code of Conduct.  If in any doubt, please consult the 
Monitoring Officer or relevant Democratic Services Officer before the meeting. 
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PROCEDURE AT PLANNING COMMITTEE  

 

 

               A  Welcome from Chairman to members and those members of the public watching on the 

livestream  

Welcome to also include reference to  

(i) Fact that meeting is being held in a Covid safe environment and 

available to view on a live stream through You Tube 

Northumberland TV  

(ii) Members are asked to keep microphones on mute unless speaking   

 

B  Record attendance of members  

(i)  Democratic Services Officer (DSO) to announce and record any apologies 

received.  

 C Minutes of previous meeting and Disclosure of Members’ Interests 

 D Development Control  

                                            APPLICATION  

Chair 

Introduces application  

Site Visit Video (previously circulated) - invite members questions 

          Planning Officer  

Updates – Changes to recommendations – present report  
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Public Speaking 

        Objector(s) (up to 5 mins)  

  Local member (up to 5 mins)/ parish councillor (up to 5 mins) 

       Applicant/Supporter (up to 5 mins)  

      NO QUESTIONS IN RELATION TO WRITTEN REPRESENTATIONS OR OF/BY LOCAL COUNCILLOR  

Committee members’ questions to Planning Officers  

Chairman to respond to raised hands of members as to whether they have any questions of the 

Planning Officers  

Debate (Rules)  

                                                              Proposal  

   Seconded  

    DEBATE  

Again Chairman to respond to raised hand of members as to whether they wish to 

participate in the debate  

● No speeches until proposal seconded  

● Speech may not exceed 6 minutes  

● Amendments to Motions  

● Approve/Refuse/Defer  

 

Vote(by majority or Chair’s casting vote) 

 

(i) Planning Officer confirms and reads out wording of resolution 

(ii) Legal officer should then record the vote  FOR/AGAINST/ABSTAIN (reminding 

members that they should abstain where they have not heard all of the consideration 

of the application)  

              

  

Page 2



 

 

 
1 

 
CASTLE MORPETH LOCAL AREA COUNCIL 
 
9 AUGUST 2021 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
DETERMINATION OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 

Report of the Executive Director of Place 

Cabinet Member: Councillor C Horncastle 
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Purpose of report 
 
To request the Local Area Council to decide the planning applications attached to 
this report using the powers delegated to it. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Local Area Council is recommended to consider the attached planning 
applications and decide them in accordance with the individual 
recommendations, also taking into account the advice contained in the 
covering report. 
 
Key issues 
 
Each application has its own particular set of individual issues and considerations 
that must be taken into account when determining the application.  These are set out 
in the individual reports contained in the next section of this agenda. 
 
DETERMINATION OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
  
Introduction 
 
1. The following section of the agenda consists of planning applications to be 

determined by the Castle Morpeth Local Area Council in accordance with the 
current delegation arrangements. Any further information, observations or 
letters relating to any of the applications contained in this agenda and received 
after the date of publication of this report will be reported at the meeting. 

 
The Determination of Planning and Other Applications 
 
2. In considering the planning and other applications, members are advised to 

take into account the following general principles: 
 

● Decision makers are to have regard to the development plan, so far as it is 
material to the application 
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● Applications are to be determined in accordance with the development plan 

unless material considerations indicate otherwise 
 

● Applications should always be determined on their planning merits in the 
light of all material considerations 

 
● Members are reminded that recommendations in favour of giving permission 

must be accompanied by suitable conditions and a justification for giving 
permission, and that refusals of permission must be supported by clear 
planning reasons both of which are defensible on appeal 

 
● Where the Local Area Council is minded to determine an application other 

than in accordance with the Officer’s recommendation, clear reasons should 
be given that can be minuted, and appropriate conditions or refusal reasons 
put forward 

 
3. Planning conditions must meet 6 tests that are set down in paragraph 206 of 

the NPPF and reflected in National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG, March 
2014 as amended). They must be: 

 
● Necessary 
● Relevant to planning 
● Relevant to the development permitted 
● Enforceable 
● Precise 
● Reasonable in all other respects 

 
4. Where councillors are contemplating moving a decision contrary to officer 

advice, they are recommended to consider seeking advice from senior officers 
as to what constitutes material planning considerations, and as to what might 
be appropriate conditions or reasons for refusal. 

 
5. Attached as Appendix 1 is the procedure to be followed at all Local Area 

Councils. 
 
Important Copyright Notice 
 

6 The maps used are reproduced from the Ordnance Survey maps with the 
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery office, Crown Copyright 
reserved.   

 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
These are listed at the end of the individual application reports. 
 
IMPLICATIONS ARISING OUT OF THE REPORT 
   
Policy: Procedures and individual recommendations are 

in line with policy unless otherwise stated 
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Finance and value for None unless stated 
Money: 
 
Human Resources: None 
 
Property: None 
 
Equalities: None 
 
Risk Assessment: None 
 
Sustainability: Each application will have an impact on the local 

environment and it has been assessed accordingly 
 
Crime and Disorder: As set out in the individual reports 
 
Customer Considerations: None 
 
Consultations: As set out in the individual reports 
 
Wards:  All 
 
 
 

Report author Rob Murfin 
Director of Planning 
 01670 622542 
 Rob.Murfin@northumberland.gov.uk   
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APPENDIX 1: PROCEDURE AT PLANNING COMMITTEES 
 

Chair 
 

Introduces application 
 
 

Planning Officer 
 

Updates – Changes to Recommendations – present report 
 
 

Public Speaking 
 

Objector(s) (5mins) 
 

Local Councillor/Parish Councillor (5 mins) 
 

Applicant / Supporter (5 mins)  
 

NO QUESTIONS ALLOWED TO/ BY PUBLIC SPEAKERS 
 
 
 

Member’s Questions to Planning Officers 
 
 
 

Rules of Debate 
 

Proposal 

Seconded 

DEBATE 

● No speeches until motion is seconded 
● Speech may not exceed 10 minutes 
● Amendments to Motions 
● Approve/ refuse/ defer 

 
 
 

Vote (by majority or Chair casting vote) 
 

Chair should read out resolution before voting 

Voting should be a clear show of hands. 
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Castle Morpeth Local Area Committee 

9 August 2021 
   

Application No: 20/04264/FUL  
Proposal: Part-Retrospective: Change of use of detached garage and pre-school 

nursery to Granny Annexe (amended description) 

Site Address Former Garage South East of Kirkley Mill Farm House, Kirkley Mill, 
Kirkley, Northumberland  

Applicant: Mr Paul Elwell 
Kirkley Mill Farm House, 
Kirkley Mill, Kirkley, 
Newcastle Upon Tyne, 
Northumberland, NE20 
0BQ  

Agent: Mr Peter Fletcher 
Ashlea, Prestwick Road, 
Dinnington, Newcastle Upon 
Tyne, NE13 7AG 

Ward Ponteland East and 
Stannington 

Parish Ponteland 

Valid Date: 18 March 2021 Expiry 
Date: 

13 August 2021 

Case Officer 
Details: 

Name:  Ms Rachel Campbell 

Job Title:  Senior Planning Officer 

Tel No:  01670 625548 

Email: Rachel.Campbell02@northumberland.gov.uk 

 
Recommendation: That this application be GRANTED permission subject to 
conditions. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
This material has been reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown 
Copyright (Not to Scale) 
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1. Introduction  
 
1.1 Under the provisions of the Council’s current Scheme of Delegation, the 

application has been referred to the Director of Planning and the Chair and Vice 
Chair of the Castle Morpeth Local Area Council Planning Committee for 
consideration to be given as to whether the application should be referred to a 
Planning Committee for determination. This matter has been duly considered 
under these provisions and it has been confirmed that the application should be 
referred to the Committee for determination. 

 
2. Description of the Proposals  
 
2.1 Part-retrospective planning permission is sought for the conversion and 

extension of the ground floor level of a detached garage and former pre-school 
nursery building into living accommodation which is to be ancillary to the main 
dwelling of Kirkley Mill Farmhouse, Kirkley Mill, Kirkley. 

 
2.2 The application form indicates that the proposed works associated with the 

change of use started in August 2020 and have not yet been completed; 
therefore, this application is part-retrospective. The description of the application 
has been amended accordingly to reflect this. A site visit was undertaken by the 
case officer on 8th April 2021; at which time some alteration works to the 
detached garage and former pre-school nursery building had already been 
undertaken and the porch extension to the north east elevation had been 
constructed.  

 
2.3 The application proposes to convert the ground floor of the existing stone and 

slate detached garage and former pre-school nursery building to provide an 
annex to the main dwelling of Kirkley Mill Farmhouse. The part-retrospective 
development also includes the construction of a porch entrance to the north east 
elevation of the building. The porch projects 2.4 metres from the north east 
elevation and measures 3.3 metres in width. The height of the porch measures 
2.6 metres to the eaves and 3.6 metres to the ridge of the pitched roof. The 
porch is constructed of brick with slate roofing tiles. The additional living space 
created by the proposed conversion would consist of a living/dining/kitchen area, 
WC, one bedroom and one bathroom. The supporting information indicates that 
the annex would provide accommodation for the applicant’s elderly relative. 

 
2.4 The application site is located within the open countryside and is within the 

Green Belt. The application site is also within an Area of High Landscape Value 
and is within an Impact Risk Zone for a nearby Site of Special Scientific Interest. 
The southern corner of the application site is located within Flood Zone 2, 
however, the building subject to this application is out with this. 

 
2.5 An amended location plan has been submitted during the course of this 

application which has amended the red line boundary from being drawn solely 
around the building which is subject to this application to also include the 
residential dwelling and curtilage of Kirkley Mill Farmhouse. This was requested 
by the case officer because the application proposes to create an annex ancillary 
to the main dwelling, and is not creating a new, separate unit. Following the 
receipt of this amended location plan, full re-consultation was undertaken.  
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3. Planning History 
 

Reference Number: 17/03563/FUL 
Description: Construction of agricultural shed  
Status: Permitted 
 
Reference Number: 16/03211/FUL 
Description: Retrospective change of use of garage to children’s day nursery and 
proposed extension to garage, and retrospective change of use of land to parking 
and external play area to serve day nursery business  
Status: Permitted 
 
Reference Number: 15/03155/FUL 
Description: Proposed two storey dormer extension of garage and conversion of 
part garage to playroom.  
Status: Withdrawn 

 
Reference Number: 12/00417/FUL 
Description: Construction of extension to rear.  
Status: Permitted 
 
Reference Number: CM/20080526 
Description: Proposed conservatory to front  
Status: Permitted 
 
Reference Number: CM/04/D/644 
Description: Alteration/extension of existing outbuilding to form lounge/bedrooms 
over and new garage  
Status: Permitted 

 
Reference Number: CM/99/D/608 
Description: Alterations and extension to provide granny flat  
Status: Permitted 

 
Reference Number: CM/93/D/484 
Description: Conversion of agricultural building to form dwelling  
Status: Permitted  

 
4. Consultee Responses 
 

Ponteland Town 
Council  

Following re-consultation, Ponteland Town Council made the 
following comments:  
 
The Planning Committee would like to see this application 
refused and object as there seems to be some planning 
enforcement issues that need addressing. If this application is 
approved the Planning Committee request that a condition is 
put in place where the proposal remain an annex in perpetuity 
and no further development can take place on this site. 
 
Further comments were then made by Ponteland Town Council 
on 07/07/2021 which sought to amend their initial objection to:  
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The Planning Committee request that a condition is put in 
place where the proposal remains an annex in perpetuity and 
no further development can take place on this site.   

Highways  No objection subject to informatives.  
  

Environment Agency  No response received.    
  

 
5. Public Responses 
 
Neighbour Notification 
 

Number of Neighbours Notified 4 

Number of Objections 1 

Number of Support 0 

Number of General Comments 1 

 
Notices 
 

General site notice – Displayed on 8th April 2021  
No press notice required.  

   
Summary of Responses: 
 

One representation of objection has been received in relation to this application 
and has been summarised below:  
 

• The applicant has previously made complaints regarding noise etc. from 
the nearby cattery/kennels business and has previously claimed that it is 
unsuitable for the cattery/kennels business to be near to residential 
properties. The ancillary building, which the applicant proposes to convert 
into a residential annex, would be located closer to the cattery/kennel 
business than the main dwelling. This may result in further complaints 
being raised against the cattery/kennels business.  

• The conversion should include sound proofing.  

• The applicant is in breach of planning application reference: 
1703563/FUL, which permitted the construction of an agricultural shed. 
No further permissions should be granted until this issue has been 
resolved.  

 
One neutral representation has been received in relation to this application which 
indicates that they have no objection to the application but wish to raise several 
matters. The matters raised within this representation are summarised below:  
 

• The proposed development appears to be creating an additional, separate 
dwelling and it is misleading to refer to it as a “granny annex”.  

• Dispute the reasons provided within the application for why the pre-school 
nursery business closed.  

• Alterations and extensions, such as the installation of roof light windows 
and the construction of a porch, have already been undertaken to the 
detached garage/former pre-school nursery building, without the benefit of 
planning permission.  
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• This will be the second “granny annex” at this site, with the first one being 
within the extension to the main dwelling.  

• The agricultural shed permitted under application reference: 
17/03563/FUL has not been constructed in accordance with the approved 
plans.  

• No site notice has been displayed at the time of this representation.  
 
 
The above is a summary of the comments. The full written text is available on our 
website at: http://publicaccess.northumberland.gov.uk/online-
applications//applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=QLBNREQSKS300    
 
6. Planning Policy 
 
6.1 Development Plan Policy 
 

Ponteland Neighbourhood Plan (2017)  
 
Policy PNP 1 – Sustainable Development Principles  
Policy PNP 2 – High Quality and Inclusive Design  
 
Castle Morpeth District Local Plan (adopted in 2003, saved policies in 2007)  
 
Policy C1 – Settlement Boundaries 
Policy C16 & C17 – Green Belt  
Policy H14 – Improvements to Existing Housing  
Policy H22 – Guidance for Alteration and Extension to Dwellings in the Open 
Countryside  

 
6.2 National Planning Policy 
 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019)  
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) (2018, as updated) 

 
6.3 Emerging Policy  
 

Northumberland Local Plan - Publication Draft Plan (Regulation 19) (Jan 2019) 
as amended by proposed Main Modifications (June 2021) 
 
Policy HOU 8 – Residential Development in the Open Countryside  
Policy QOP 1 – Design Principles (Strategic Policy)  
Policy QOP 2 – Good Design and Amenity  
Policy STP 1 – Spatial Strategy (Strategic Policy)  
Policy STP 2 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development (Strategic 
Policy) 
Policy STP 3 – Principles of Sustainable Development (Strategic Policy) 
Policy STP 7 – Strategic Approach to the Green Belt (Strategic Policy)  
Policy STP 8 – Development in the Green Belt (Strategic Policy)  
Policy TRA 1 – Promoting Sustainable Connections (Strategic Policy)  
Policy TRA 2 – The Effects of Development on the Transport Network  
Policy TRA 4 – Car Parking Provision in New Development  
Policy WAT 2 – Water Supply and Sewerage 
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7. Appraisal 
 
7.1 In accordance with Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 

2004, planning applications should be determined in accordance with the 
development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this 
case, the development plan comprises policies from the Ponteland 
Neighbourhood Plan and the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan, as identified 
above. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the National 
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) are also material considerations in 
determining this application.  

 
7.2 Paragraph 48 of the NPPF states that weight can be given to policies contained 

in emerging plans dependent upon three criteria: the stage of preparation of the 
plan; the extent to which there are unresolved objections to policies within the 
plan; and the degree of consistency with the NPPF. The Northumberland Local 
Plan - Publication Draft Plan (Regulation 19) was submitted to the Secretary of 
State for Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government on 29th May 
2019, and is currently going through the examination process.  

 
7.3 On 9th June 2021, the Council published for consultation, a Schedule of 

proposed Main Modifications to the draft Local Plan which the independent 
Inspectors examining the plan consider are necessary to make the plan ‘sound’. 
As such the plan is at an advanced stage of preparation, and the policies in the 
Northumberland Local Plan - Publication Draft Plan (Regulation 19) (Jan 2019) 
as amended by proposed Main Modifications (June 2021), are considered to be 
consistent with the NPPF. The emerging Northumberland Local Plan is a 
material consideration in determining this application, with the amount of weight 
that can be given to specific policies (and parts thereof) is dependent upon 
whether Main Modifications are proposed, and the extent and significance of 
unresolved objections.  

 
7.4 The main considerations in the determination of this application are:   
 

• Principle of the development and Green Belt.  

• Design and impact upon the landscape.  

• Impact upon amenity.  

• Highway safety.  

• Drainage and sewerage. 

• Other matters.  
 
Principle of the Development and Green Belt  
 
7.5 The application site lies outside of any settlement boundary identified under 

Policy C1 of the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan and is therefore considered 
to be located within the open countryside. Policy C1 states that development in 
the open countryside beyond settlement boundaries will not be permitted unless 
the proposals can be justified as essential to the needs of agriculture or forestry 
or it is covered by other policies in the Plan.  

 
7.6 Policy H22 of the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan is supportive of alterations 

and extensions to existing dwelllings within the open countryside subject to 
meeting several design criteria.  
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7.7 With regard to the emerging Northumberland Local Plan, Policy HOU 8 relates 
specifically to residential development in the open countryside. This policy is 
supportive of extensions and also other householder development within the 
curtilage of an existing property subject to the proposal being incidental and 
subordinate to the existing dwelling in size and massing, the use of appropriate 
materials and subject to the proposal not having an adverse impact on the open 
character of the area. 

 
7.8 The part-retrospective conversion, extension and alteration of the ground floor 

level of the detached garage and former pre-school nursery building into 
ancillary living accommodation to the main dwelling of Kirkley Mill Farmhouse, is 
acceptable as a matter of principle, in relation to Policy H22 of the Castle 
Morpeth District Local Plan and Policy HOU 8 of the emerging Northumberland 
Local Plan.  

 
7.9 The application site is also located within the Green Belt, as defined under Policy 

C16 of the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan. Development within the Green 
Belt is strictly controlled. Policy C17 of the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan 
sets out that planning permission will only be granted for a limited number of 
purposes within the Green Belt, one of which accounts for the limited extension, 
alteration or replacement of existing dwellings.  

 
7.10 Paragraph 134 of the NPPF states that “Green Belt serves five purposes:   
 

(a)  To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  
(b)  To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;   
(c)  To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;    
(d)  To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
(e)  To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 

other urban land”. 
 
7.11 The proposal would not conflict with these purposes because the proposal 

would result in the limited extension and alteration of the existing garage and 
former pre-school nursery building which is contained within the curtilage of an 
existing residential property. Notwithstanding this, Paragraph 145 of the NPPF 
states that a local planning authority should regard the construction of new 
buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt and lists a number of exceptions to 
this. One exception to this, as stated within Paragraph 145, is “the extension or 
alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate 
additions over and above the size of the original building”. Given the stance of 
Paragraph 145 of the NPPF, appropriate weight can be afforded to Policy C17 of 
the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan, as a result of its consistency with the 
aims of the NPPF.  

 
7.12 Policy STP 8 of the emerging Northumberland Local Plan relates to 

development in the Green Belt. Policy STP 8 states “development which is 
appropriate in the Green Belt, as defined in national planning policy, will be 
supported” and “development that is inappropriate in the Green Belt, in 
accordance with national planning policy, will not be supported unless very 
special circumstances clearly outweigh the potential harm to the Green Belt, and 
any other harm resulting from the proposal”. This emerging policy is consistent 
with the aims of the NPPF in relation to its approach to development in the 
Green Belt. 
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7.13 The proposal includes the part-retrospective conversion, extension and 

alteration of the ground floor level of the detached garage and former pre-school 
nursery building into additional living accommodation for the main dwelling of 
Kirkley Mill Farmhouse. The proposed development would not result in a 
disproportionate addition over and above the size of the original building and 
would ultimately result in a limited extension, through the provision of a front 
porch, and would involve limited alterations. It is acknowledged that the proposal 
would be contained within the curtilage of the existing dwelling, Kirkley Mill 
Farmhouse. It is therefore considered the proposal would not have a materially 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing building.   

  
7.14 It is considered that as a whole, the proposed development would remain 

subordinate to the existing building and would not amount to inappropriate 
development within the Green Belt and would accord with Paragraph 145 of the 
NPPF in this respect, and would be acceptable in accordance with Policies C16 
and C17 of the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan and Policies STP 7 and STP 8 
of the emerging Northumberland Local Plan.   

 
Design and Impact upon the Landscape 
 
7.15 Kirkley Mill Farmhouse is a traditional stone and slate property which occupies 

an elevated position and is located within the northern part of the application site 
and faces south east, looking onto its front garden. The existing detached 
garage and former pre-school nursery building is also constructed of stone and 
slate and is located to the south east of the property and is located on lower 
ground than the main dwelling. There is a stone wall and a high hedgerow at the 
southern boundary of the site which aligns the road (Berwick Hill). There is a 
patch of vegetation at the south western boundary shared with Kirkley Mill Farm 
Cottage. The alterations and porch extension to the garage and former pre-
school nursery building are partially visible from vantage points along the road to 
the south; however, they are viewed against the backdrop of the existing 
dwelling and also in the wider context of the group of buildings within this open 
countryside location.  

 
7.16 It is acknowledged that the brick material used for the porch extension does not 

match the materials of the existing building or the main dwelling. However, 
despite this, the development would respect the character of the site and its 
surroundings. It is therefore considered that the part-retrospective works would 
accord with Policy PNP 2 of the Ponteland Neighbourhood Plan, Policies H14 
and H22 of the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan, Policies HOU 8, QOP 1, QOP 
2, STP 2 and STP 3 of the Northumberland Local Plan (Publication Draft Plan) 
and the principles of the NPPF. 

 
Impact upon Amenity  
 
7.17 Kirkley Mill Farmhouse is located within a small group of buildings within the 

open countryside to the north of the town of Ponteland and to the south east of 
Kirkley Hall. The application site is located on the eastern edge of this small 
group of buildings and is surrounded by open agricultural land to the north and 
east. The Old Mill Kennels (a boarding kennel and grooming business) and The 
Old Mill (a residential dwelling) are located to the south of the application site 
and on the opposite side of the road (Berwick Hill). Directly to the west of the 
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application site is Kirkley Mill Farm Cottage (a residential dwelling). The 
separation distances between the part-retrospective annex and the neighbouring 
dwellings and business range from 15 metres to 26 metres, with Kirkley Mill 
Farm Cottage being the closest.  

 
7.18 It is acknowledged that in 2016, under planning application reference: 

16/03211/FUL, planning permission was granted, albeit retrospectively, for the 
change of use and extension of the garage building (which is the subject of this 
current application) to a children’s day nursery facility. It is also acknowledged 
that this change of use was considered to be acceptable in relation to impact 
upon amenity of the neighbouring properties and business. This current proposal 
seeks part-retrospective permission to convert, extend and alter the ground floor 
level of the detached garage and former pre-school nursery building into living 
accommodation which is to be ancillary to the main dwelling of Kirkley Mill 
Farmhouse. The applicant has confirmed that the childminding business no 
longer operates from this premise and has relocated. Given the proposed use of 
the building under this current application, which would be ancillary to the main 
dwelling, it is considered that the proposal would likely have less of an impact on 
the amenity of neighbouring properties and the kennels business than the 
previous use, and thus is considered to be acceptable. It is also considered 
necessary to impose a condition to ensure that the annex is used solely for 
purposes ancillary to the main dwelling and to ensure that it does not create a 
separate dwelling. It is noted that this condition has also been requested by 
Ponteland Town Council within their most recent comments.  

 
7.19 The application is considered to be acceptable in accordance with Policies PNP 

1 and PNP 2 of the Ponteland Neighbourhood Plan, Policy H14 of the Castle 
Morpeth District Local Plan, Policies QOP 2 of the emerging Northumberland 
Local Plan and the aims of the NPPF in this respect.  

 
Highway Safety  
 
7.20 The Council’s Highway Development Management (HDM) team have been 

consulted on this application and have no objection, subject to informatives. The 
Council’s HDM team conclude that the part-retrospective development would not 
have a severe impact on highway safety and the traffic expected to be generated 
from the development is considered to be less than its previous use as a 
childminding facility. The annex would utilise the existing vehicular access which 
serves the property, Kirkley Mill Farmhouse, with no changes proposed to this 
access. Also, the existing car parking area within the site, and as shown on the 
proposed site plan, would remain as existing, and the Council’s HDM team 
considered this to be an acceptable arrangement. Therefore, the application is 
considered to be in accordance with Policy PNP 2 of the Ponteland 
Neighbourhood Plan, Policy H14 of the Castle Morpeth District Local Plan, 
Policies TRA 1, TRA 2 and TRA 4 of the emerging Northumberland Local Plan 
and the aims of Paragraph 109 of the NPPF in relation to highway safety.  

 
Drainage and Sewerage  
 
7.21 The application form indicates that surface water would be disposed of by a 

soakaway and that foul sewage would be disposed of by a septic tank. The 
applicant, during the course of the application, has confirmed that the detached 
garage and former pre-school nursery building is currently connected to the 
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existing septic tank which serves the main dwelling, Kirkley Mill Farmhouse, and 
that this connection would remain as part of this current proposal. The applicant 
has also confirmed that services such as electric and water supply would be 
extended from the main dwelling to serve the annex, as per the existing 
arrangement. It is typically anticipated that an annex would share the services, 
such as water and electric, of the main dwelling which it is to be ancillary to. The 
proposed development would be in accordance with Policy WAT 2 of the 
emerging Northumberland Local Plan in respect of drainage, sewerage and 
other vital services.  

 
Other Matters 
 
7.22 One representation of objection has been received in relation to this application 

and has been summarised above (Section 5). This representation states the 
applicant has previously made complaints, regarding matters such as noise, 
from the adjacent kennels business and the objector is concerned that the 
conversion of the garage/former nursery building to additional living 
accommodation could result in further complaints being raised against this 
adjacent business. The issue of impact of the proposal upon amenity has been 
assessed in the above sections of this report, however, this specific issue raised 
regarding noise complaints is not a planning consideration.  

 
7.23 One neutral representation has been received in relation to this application and 

has been summarised above (Section 5). This neutral representation states that 
this will be the second “granny annex” at this site, with the first one being within 
the extension to the main dwelling. In 2000, planning permission was granted 
(under planning application reference: CM/99/D/608) for an extension to provide 
an annex. Further clarification has been sought from the applicant, who has 
confirmed that there is no existing annex at Kirkley Mill Farmhouse. Also, there 
have been more recent planning permissions at this site since 2000, which do 
not appear to show an annex on the submitted plans. The neutral representation 
also highlights that some of the work proposed within this application has already 
been undertaken. This was noted by the case officer, who amended the 
description of the application to reflect the fact the application seeks part-
retrospective permission. The neutral representation also indicates that at the 
time of writing the representation, a site notice had not been displayed. The case 
officer visited the site on 8th April 2021 and displayed a site notice of the gate at 
the entrance to Kirkley Mill Farmhouse, which was after this representation was 
received.  

 
7.24 Both the neutral representation and the representation of objection raise that 

the agricultural shed, permitted under planning application reference: 
17/03563/FUL, has not been constructed in accordance with the approved plans. 
These concerns have been raised with the Council’s Planning Enforcement team 
and will be investigated separately to this current planning application.  

 
7.25 Ponteland Town Council have requested that a condition be imposed to stop 

further development from taking place on this site. Paragraph 55 of the NPPF 
states “planning conditions should be kept to a minimum and only imposed 
where they are necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be 
permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects”. The 
condition requested from Ponteland Town Council to prevent further 
development at the site is not considered to meet the tests set out within the 
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NPPF and would be considered unreasonable. Any future planning application 
would be assessed on its own merits, having consideration for national and local 
planning policy, the planning history of the site and any other relevant material 
planning considerations.  

 
Equality Duty 
  
7.26 The County Council has a duty to have regard to the impact of any proposal on 

those people with characteristics protected by the Equality Act. Officers have 
had due regard to Sec 149(1) (a) and (b) of the Equality Act 2010 and 
considered the information provided by the applicant, together with the 
responses from consultees and other parties, and determined that the proposal 
would have no material impact on individuals or identifiable groups with 
protected characteristics. Accordingly, no changes to the proposal were required 
to make it acceptable in this regard. 

  
Crime and Disorder Act Implications 
 
7.27 These proposals have no implications in relation to crime and disorder. 
  
Human Rights Act Implications 
 
7.28 The Human Rights Act requires the County Council to take into account the 

rights of the public under the European Convention on Human Rights and 
prevents the Council from acting in a manner which is incompatible with those 
rights. Article 8 of the Convention provides that there shall be respect for an 
individual's private life and home save for that interference which is in 
accordance with the law and necessary in a democratic society in the interests of 
(inter alia) public safety and the economic wellbeing of the country. Article 1 of 
protocol 1 provides that an individual's peaceful enjoyment of their property shall 
not be interfered with save as is necessary in the public interest. 

 
7.29 For an interference with these rights to be justifiable the interference (and the 

means employed) needs to be proportionate to the aims sought to be realised. 
The main body of this report identifies the extent to which there is any identifiable 
interference with these rights. The Planning Considerations identified are also 
relevant in deciding whether any interference is proportionate. Case law has 
been decided which indicates that certain development does interfere with an 
individual's rights under Human Rights legislation. This application has been 
considered in the light of statute and case law and the interference is not 
considered to be disproportionate. 

 
7.30 Officers are also aware of Article 6, the focus of which (for the purpose of this 

decision) is the determination of an individual's civil rights and obligations. Article 
6 provides that in the determination of these rights, an individual is entitled to a 
fair and public hearing within a reasonable time by an independent and impartial 
tribunal. Article 6 has been subject to a great deal of case law. It has been 
decided that for planning matters the decision making process as a whole, which 
includes the right of review by the High Court, complied with Article 6. 

 
8. Recommendation 
 
That this application be GRANTED permission subject to the following: 
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Conditions/Reason 
 

01.  The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 
three years from the date of this permission.   
 
Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 (as amended). 

 
02.  The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out otherwise than in 

complete accordance with the approved plans. The approved plans for this 
development are:   
 
1. Land Registry Location Plan (Received on 18/03/2021)  
2. Proposed Site & Roof Plan 20.63.01  
3. Proposed Plan 20.63.03  
4. Application Design & Access Statement   
 
Reason: To ensure the approved development is carried out in complete 
accordance with the approved plans. 

 
03.  The additional living accommodation hereby approved shall not be used 

other than for residential purposes ancillary to the existing dwellinghouse, 
Kirkley Mill Farmhouse, and shall not be occupied, sold or let as a separate 
dwelling.  

 
Reason: To avoid the creation of a separate residential dwelling and in the 
interests of amenity, in accordance with Policy H22 of the Castle Morpeth 
District Local Plan.   

 
Informatives  
 

1. Building materials or equipment shall not be stored on the highway unless 
otherwise agreed. You are advised to contact the Streetworks team on 0345 
600 6400 for Skips and Containers licences. 

 
2. In accordance with the Highways Act 1980 mud, debris or rubbish shall not be 

deposited on the highway 
 

 
 
Date of Report: 07.07.2021 
 
Background Papers: Planning application file(s) 20/04264/FUL 
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Appeal Update Report 

Date: August 2021 

 

Planning Appeals 

Report of the Director of Planning 

Cabinet Member: Councillor CW Horncastle 

 

Purpose of report 

For Members’ information to report the progress of planning appeals.  This is a monthly 

report and relates to appeals throughout all 5 Local Area Council Planning Committee 

areas and covers appeals of Strategic Planning Committee.     

Recommendations 

To note the contents of the report in respect of the progress of planning appeals that have 

been submitted to and determined by the Planning Inspectorate. 

Link to Corporate Plan  

This report is relevant to all of the priorities included in the NCC Corporate Plan 2018-2021 

where identified within individual planning applications and appeals. 

Key issues  

Each planning application and associated appeal has its own particular set of individual 

issues and considerations that have been taken into account in their determination, which 

are set out within the individual application reports and appeal decisions. 

Page 19

Agenda Item 6



 

Recent Planning Appeal Decisions 

Planning Appeals Allowed (permission granted) 

Reference No Proposal and main planning considerations Award of 
costs? 

20/02920/FUL Extensions to roof including hip to gable extension 
and full width flat roofed dormer – 5 Dilston Avenue, 
Hexham 

Main issues: proposals would not be in keeping with 
the character of the building or the surrounding area 
and would be detrimental to the visual amenity of the 
area. 

Delegated Decision - Officer Recommendation: 

Refuse 

No 

20/02872/FUL Retrospective application for detached granny annex 
(amended description 17/11/20) - Moresby, Main 
Road, Stocksfield 

Main issues: the use of render results in harm to the 
character and appearance of the property, the 
surrounding area and the setting of a listed building. 

Delegated Decision - Officer Recommendation: 

Refuse 

No – 

claim 

refused 

 

Planning Appeals Split Decision 

Reference No Proposal and main planning considerations Award of 
costs? 

None   

Planning Appeals Dismissed (permission refused) 

Reference No Proposal and main planning considerations Award of 
costs? 

19/04938/FUL Resubmission of approved planning application 

17/02932/FUL Erection of new building comprising of 

12 self-contained 1 bedroom apartments (use class 

C3) for specialised independent supported living with 

associated external works and car parking – land 

between 86-90, Front Street East, Bedlington 

Main issues: appeal against non-determination due 

No 
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to invalid application (no fee paid). 

Appeal against non-determination 

20/03046/FUL Flat roof dormer to rear of property – 41 George 
Street, Amble 

Main issues: the proposal would significantly detract 
from the character and appearance of the dwelling 
and the conservation area. 

Delegated Decision - Officer Recommendation: 

Refuse 

No 

20/01649/FUL Constuction of 1no. 4 bed dwelling to be used as 
primary residence. Unit to be 1.5 storey in height – 
land north west of The Granary, Tughall Steads, 
Chathill 

Main issues: layout results in a harmful impact on 
the character and rural setting of Tughall, and new 
track and access would create an urbanising effect 
to the rural setting. 

Delegated Decision - Officer Recommendation: 

Refuse 

No – 

claim 

refused 

20/01045/FUL Barn conversion for holiday accommodation 
including three new build elements, a long lean-to to 
the long barn to the North of the site for corridor 
access, a middle single storey link between the north 
and south of the site, and the replacement of the hay 
barn for a sports hall facility (amended description) - 
land west of Townhead Farm, Tow House 

Main issues: design and impact on the non-
designated heritage asset; insufficient information 
relating to drainage; and insufficient information 
relating to ground gas protection and water supply. 

Appeal against non-determination 

No – 

claim 

refused 

18/03435/VARYCO Variation of condition 27 (noise) pursuant to planning 
permission 16/04622/FUL for amendments to 
boundary treatment plan – land at former Bates 
Colliery site, Cowpen, Blyth 

Main issues: applicant has been unable to provide a 
long-term management and maintenance plan for 
the required acoustic fencing to specific plots and 
protection from noise to occupiers cannot be 
secured. 

Delegated Decision - Officer Recommendation: 

Refuse 

No 
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Planning Casework Unit Referrals 

Reference No Proposal and main planning considerations Award of 
costs? 

None   

Planning Appeals Received 

Appeals Received 

Reference No Description and address Appeal start date 
and decision 
level 

18/02239/FUL Redevelopment of the former Marley Tiles 

Factory to provide a residential development 

of 105 houses (Use Class C3) with 

associated access, parking, landscaping and 

infrastructure (AMENDED description and 

site layout) - Marley Tile Factory, Lead Lane, 

Newlands 

Main issues: isolated development in the 

open countryside; inappropriate development 

in the Green Belt by virtue of causing 

substantial harm to the openness of the 

Green Belt and very special circumstances 

have not been demonstrated to outweigh 

harm; and the design of the development 

would be out of keeping with the character 

and appearance of the locality and does not 

deliver an appropriate form of sustainable 

design or development for the site. 

27 January 2021 

Committee 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Approve 

 

20/01794/VARYCO Retrospective: Variation of condition 2 
(Approved Plans) pursuant to planning 
permission 17/00229/FUL to allow 
amendments made during construction – 
land north and east of Horsley Banks Farm, 
Horsley 

Main issues: inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt and very special 
circumstances do not exist to outweigh harm 
to the Green Belt as well as harm to the 
character of the area and amenity of 
residents. 

23 April 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 
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20/02548/FUL Construction of dwelling – land and building 
east of Ovington House, Ovington 

Main issues: development in the open 
countryside; inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt; harm to the setting of a non-
designated heritage asset and the Ovington 
Conservation Area; and a Section 106 
agreement has not been completed in 
respect of a contribution to sport and play. 

19 May 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

 

20/03861/VARYCO Variation of condition 2 (approved plans) 
pursuant to planning permission 
20/00297/FUL in order to allow new wall to 
be moved closer to boundary wall to 
underpin and give support. Also French 
doors have 3/4 height windows on either side 
and single window in extension will be 
replaced using existing 2no. sash windows 
and mullions – Ashleigh, 26 Cade Hill Road, 
Stocksfield 

Main issues: extension would be out of scale 
and character with the existing property and 
would have a harmful impact on the 
character and appearance of the site and 
surrounding area; and detrimental impact 
upon the residential amenity of the 
neighbouring property. 

26 May 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

 

20/02479/FUL Retrospective: Change of use from 
agricultural and construction of wooden shed 
- land north-west of 2 Linnels Cottages, 
Hexham 

Main issues: inappropriate development in 
the Green Belt; visually intrusive and harmful 
impact upon the rural and open character of 
the site and surrounding area; and harmful 
impacts upon the amenity of neighbouring 
residents. 

26 May 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

 

19/04883/FUL Proposed demolition of existing garage to be 
replaced with two-storey dwellinghouse - 2 
Sandridge, Newbiggin-by-the-Sea 

Main issues: harm to non-designated and 
designated heritage assets and the identified 
harm would not be outweighed by public 
benefits. 

27 May 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

21/00574/ADE Retrospective: Advertisement consent for 
installation of 3no. signs that have been in 
place for over 2 years - ADS Caravan 
Storage, Remscheid Way, Jubilee Industrial 
Estate, Ashington 

Main issues: Sign 1 has an unacceptable 

1 June 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Split Decision 
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impact on the visual amenity of the site and 
surrounding area due to its siting and scale. 

 

20/04234/FUL Proposed two storey side extension and 
demolition of existing garage – 23 Ladbroke 
Street, Amble 

Main issues: adverse impact on the street 
scene and the character and appearance of 
the conservation area due to scale, height 
and mass forward of the building line. 

1 June 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

20/04134/FUL New sunroom – Outwood, Riding Mill 

Main issues: alongside existing extensions 
the proposal would result in a 
disproportionate addition over and above the 
scale of the original building and would be 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 

1 June 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

20/00923/FUL Erection of four no. dwellinghouses (C3 use) 
- land south of The Paddock, 
Longframlington 

Main issues: proposal fails to protect and 
enhance the distinctive character of 
Longframlington; incursion into the open 
countryside; and insufficient information 
regarding surface water drainage and flood 
risk. 

4 June 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

21/00069/CLEXIS Certificate of Lawful Development of an 
Existing Use of land as residential - land 
south of 4 Station Cottages, Longhirst 

Main issues: insufficient evidence to 
conclude that the land has been used as 
stated for a period in excess of 10 years. 

16 June 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

20/00925/FUL Outline permission for the construction of up 
to 9no dwellings including access, 
appearance, layout and scale – land north-
west of Blue House Farm, Blue House Farm 
Road, Netherton Colliery 

Main issues: harm to setting of a designated 
heritage asset; insufficient information in 
respect of potential risk from ground gas; and 
a section 106 agreement has not been 
completed in respect of a contribution to the 
ecology coastal mitigation scheme or off-site 
sport and play provision. 

30 June 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 

21/00928/FUL Part first floor extension to existing bungalow 
- 16 Lynwood Close, Darras Hall, Ponteland 

Main issues: proportion, form, massing, 
siting, height, size, scale and design fails to 
be subordinate and respectful of the 
character and appearance of the property 

7 July 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Page 24



 

and its surroundings.  Refuse 

 

Recent Enforcement Appeal Decisions 

Enforcement Appeals Allowed 

Reference No Description and address Award of 
costs? 

18/01344/ENDEVT 

 

Bridgend Caravan Park, Wooler 

Main issues: one Enforcement Notice appealed by 

three parties in respect of operational development to 

provide extra bases for residential static caravans with 

associated services 

No 

18/00489/ENDEVT Land at Moor Farm Estate, Station Road, Stannington 

Main issues: unauthorised waste reclamation yard and 

siting of multiple shipping containers 

Yes 

Enforcement Appeals Dismissed 

Reference No Description and address Award of 
costs? 

None  No 

 

Enforcement Appeals Received 

Appeals Received 

Reference No Description and address Appeal start date  

18/00223/ENDEVT Land to the West of Buildings Farm, 

Whittonstall, Consett, DH8 9SB 

Main issues: material change of use of the 

land from agricultural for the siting of 4 

caravans 

1 February 2021 
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18/00223/ENDEVT Land to the West of Buildings Farm, 

Whittonstall, Consett, DH8 9SB 

Main issues: material change of use of the 

land for the siting of one caravan and the 

erection of fencing in excess of 2 metres in 

height 

1 February 2021 

Inquiry and Hearing Dates 

Reference No Description and address Inquiry/hearing 
date and 
decision level 

19/00247/FUL Construction of a publicly accessible 

landmark, commissioned to commemorate 

Queen Elizabeth II and the Commonwealth - 

land at Cold Law, Kirkwhelpington 

Main issues: development in the open 

countryside which fails to recognise the 

intrinsic character and nature of the 

countryside. 

Inquiry date: 9 

March 2021 

Committee 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Approve 

 

20/02247/FUL Erection of a rural worker’s dwelling – land 

south of Middle Coldcoats Equestrian Centre, 

Milbourne 

Main issues: fails to demonstrate the need 

for a rural worker’s dwelling in the open 

countryside; inappropriate development in 

the Green Belt and there are no very special 

circumstances to outweigh harm; and fails to 

address pollution concerns with potential to 

affect protected species and failure to 

demonstrate ecological enhancement. 

Virtual hearing 

date: 28 July 2021 

Delegated 

Decision - Officer 

Recommendation: 

Refuse 
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Implications 

Policy Decisions on appeals may affect future 
interpretation of policy and influence policy reviews 

Finance and value for money There may be financial implications where costs are 
awarded by an Inspector or where Public Inquiries 
are arranged to determine appeals 

Legal It is expected that Legal Services will be instructed 
where Public Inquiries are arranged to determine 
appeals 

Procurement None 

Human resources None 

Property None 

Equalities 

(Impact Assessment attached?)  

❏ Yes 

✓ No 

❏ N/a  
 

Planning applications and appeals are considered 
having regard to the Equality Act 2010 

Risk assessment None 

Crime and disorder 
As set out in individual reports and decisions 

Customer consideration None 

Carbon reduction Each application/appeal may have an impact on the 
local environment and have been assessed 
accordingly 

Wards All where relevant to application site relating to the 
appeal 

Background papers 

Planning applications and appeal decisions as identified within the report. 

Report author and contact details 

Elizabeth Sinnamon 
Development Service Manager 
01670 625542 
Elizabeth.Sinnamon@northumberland.gov.uk 
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CASTLE MORPETH LOCAL AREA COUNCIL 
9 August 2021 

REVIEW OF THE DEFINITIVE MAP AND STATEMENT 
OF PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY 

ALLEGED PUBLIC FOOTPATHS NOS 20 - 22 
PARISH OF EAST CHEVINGTON 

Report of the Executive Director of Local Services 
Cabinet Member: Councillor Jeff Watson, Healthy Lives 

Purpose of report 

In this report, the Committee is asked to give consideration to all the relevant 
evidence gathered in support and rebuttal of a proposal to add to the Definitive Map 
and Statement a number of public rights of way in South Broomhill, east of St John’s 
Estate. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Committee agree that: 

i) there is sufficient evidence to justify that public rights of way have
been reasonably alleged to exist over the claimed routes

ii) the routes be included in a future Definitive Map Modification Order
as Public Footpaths.

1.0 BACKGROUND 

1.1 The relevant statutory provisions which apply to adding a public right of way to 
the Definitive Map and Statement based on 20 years user evidence are 
Sections 53(3)(b) and 53(3)(c)(i) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, 
which require the County Council (as Surveying Authority) to modify the 
Definitive Map and Statement following: 

“The expiration, in relation to any way in the area to which the map 
relates, of any period such that the enjoyment by the public of the way 
during that period raises a presumption that the way has been Page 29
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dedicated as a public path or restricted byway” [s53(3)(b)] 
or 

“the discovery by the authority of evidence which (when considered with 
all other relevant evidence available to them) shows that a right of way 
which is not shown in the map and statement subsists or is reasonably 
alleged to subsist over land in the area to which the map relates, being 
a right of way such that the land over which the right subsists is a public 
path, a restricted byway or, subject to section 54A, a byway open to all 
traffic;”  [s53(3)(c)(i)]  

1.2 It is an unresolved question whether it is permissible to invoke section 
53(3)(c)(i) in a case to which section 53(3)(b) applies.  There is a case 
(Bagshaw), which is indirect authority to the effect that in any case of deemed 
dedication reliance on paragraph (c)(i) is perfectly acceptable.  Members are 
therefore invited to apply the lower test. 

1.3 Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980 (HA80) provides for the presumption of 
dedication of a public right of way following 20 years continuous use. Sub-
section (1) states: 

“Where a way over any land, other than a way of such a character that 
use of it by the public could not give rise at common law to any 
presumption of dedication, has been actually enjoyed by the public as 
of right and without interruption for a full period of 20 years, the way is 
deemed to have been dedicated as a highway unless there is sufficient 
evidence that there was no intention during that period to dedicate it.” 

1.4 It is necessary to show that there has been uninterrupted use, as of right, by 
the public over a period of 20 years or more.  ‘As of right’ means openly, not 
secretly, not by force and not by permission. The public must have used the 
way without hindrance (e.g. objections, verbal / written warnings, etc.) or 
permission from the landowner or his agents. The 20 year period may be 
shown at any time in the past and is generally taken to run backwards from the 
date when the use of the path was first “brought into question”, whether by a 
notice or otherwise. 

1.5 The Committee must consider whether there is sufficient evidence to allege 
that the presumption is raised. The standard of proof is the civil one that is the 
balance of probabilities. Members must weigh up the evidence and if, on 
balance, it is reasonable to allege that there is a public right of way, then the 
presumption is raised. The onus is then on the landowner to show evidence 
that there was no intention on their part to dedicate. 

1.6 Such evidence may consist of notices or barriers, or by the locking of the way 
on one day in the year, and drawing this to the attention of the public, or by the 
deposit of a Declaration under section 31(6) HA80 to the effect that no 
additional ways (other than any specifically indicated in the Declaration) have 
been dedicated as highways since the date of the deposit. 

1.7 All the relevant statutory provisions and competing rights and interests have 
been considered in making this report. The recommendation is in accordance 
with the law and proportionate, having regard to individuals’ rights and the 
public interest. 

Page 30



2.0 PUBLIC EVIDENCE 

2.1  In January 2019 the County Council received an application to add to the 
Definitive Map and Statement a number of public rights of way in South 
Broomhill, east of St John’s Estate as detailed below and indicated on the 
attached plan. 

To add alleged Public Footpath No 20 from a point marked C on the U6125 
footway north of number 8 Aged Miners Cottages in a northerly direction for a 
distance of 80 metres to a point marked J on the Simonside Crescent Footway 
then continuing in a south-easterly and southerly direction for a distance of 
100 metres to a point marked D at Precinct shops car park. 

To add alleged Public Footpath No 21 from a point marked E on the U6094 
road 15 metres north-east of number 76 St John’s Estate in an easterly 
direction for a distance of 15 metres to a point marked F on alleged Public 
Footpath No 20, 55 metres south-west of Druridge Bay Community Centre. 

To add alleged Public Footpath No 22 from a point marked G on alleged 

Public Footpath No 20, 12 metres north-east of number 49 St John’s Estate in 
a general south-easterly and easterly direction for a distance of 50 metres to a 
point marked H on alleged Public Footpath No 20, 20 metres north-west of 
Druridge Bay Community Centre. 

The proposal is supported by user evidence from 14 members of the public, 10 
of whom indicate that they have used the paths for periods in excess of 20 
years.  The application is also supported by Ordnance Survey plans dated 
1981, 1986 and 1991 and a satellite image from Google Maps dated 2018.  
The evidence providers have all attached plans showing the paths that they 
have used.  Some of the alleged routes overlap and some of the evidence is 
common to all or some of the claimed paths.  It is estimated that 13 of the 
users claim to have walked all or part of Footpath No 20, 7 users claim to have 
walked Footpath No 21, and 5 users claim to have walked Footpath No 22. 

3. LANDOWNER EVIDENCE

3.1 In February 2019 Womble Bond Dickinson, on behalf of their client, Karbon
Homes, submitted the following comments:

i) “We act on behalf of Karbon Homes Limited (Karbon), in respect of the

above matter.  Karbon has received the enclosed notice of an
application for a modification order in respect of the definitive map
insofar as it relates to the Site, made by Mr John Boyd (Application).
Karbon is the freehold owner of the site.

ii) “We understand that the Council, as the surveying authority, is currently
considering the Application.

iii) “Whilst there is no statutory duty or obligation on the Council to consult
with the landowner prior to the making of an order modifying the
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definitive map, Karbon wishes to place on record its objection to the 
Application and the making of an order modifying the definitive map. 

iv) “Please note that should the order be made, Karbon will submit detailed
objections to the confirming of the order, unless a practical solution can
be agreed between the parties.”

3.2 In December 2019 Womble Bond Dickinson, on behalf of their client, Karbon 
Homes, submitted the following comments: 

i) “We act on behalf of Karbon Homes Limited (Karbon), in respect of the
above matter.  Thank you for your letter of 17 September 2019
enclosing further details of the application for a modification order in
respect of the site (Application).

ii) “As requested in your letter, we enclose a marked-up copy of the plan
you provided which shows the extent of Karbon’s ownership until title
number ND144375, shown edged in red

iii) “Karbon wishes to reiterate its objection to the Application and to the
making of an order to modify the Definitive Map, as we previously set
out in the letter from this Firm dated 12 February 2019.  Karbon is
reserving its position pending sight of the user and documentary
evidence submitted in support of the Application.

iv) “Karbon has no record of the existence of the alleged footpaths and no
evidence that the alleged footpaths have been used as of right.
Similarly Karbon has no record of there being any express dedication of
the alleged footpaths.

v) “We understand that an order granting the modification to the Definitive
Map has not yet been granted, in respect of the Application.  We trust
that the above will be taken into account by the Council when it
considers the Application and whether to make the order.

vi) “Karbon wishes to reiterate that should the order be made, it will submit
objections to the confirming of the order, unless a practical solution can
be arranged between the parties.

4. CONSULTATION

4.1 In September 2019, the County Council carried out a consultation with the
Parish Council, known owners and occupiers of the land and the local
representatives of the “prescribed and local organisations” listed in the
Council’s “Code of Practice on Consultation for Public Path Orders”.

4.2 By email dated 19rd October 2019, the Clerk to East Chevington Parish
Council responded to the consultation with the following comment:

“East Chevington Parish Council have discussed this matter and would 
like it noted that we fully support the residents in their application.” 
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5. DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

5.1 A search has been made, relating to historical evidence and the following
copies of O.S. Maps are enclosed for consideration.

1957 O.S. Map: Scale 1:10,560 (enlarged) 

St Johns Estate was, at that time, part of North Row and Middle Row. 

1966 O.S. Map: Scale 1:10,560 (enlarged) 

Dwellings between the Dairy Farm and Hadston Farm are in 
existence and as is the imprint of St Johns Estate. 

1984 O.S. Map: Scale 1:10,560 (enlarged) 

The street layouts appear to be very similar to the present day. 

6. SITE INVESTIGATION

6.1  A site inspection was undertaken on 30th June 2020 and photographs will be
presented at the meeting for members information and attention

7. COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT REPORT

7.1 In July 2021 a draft copy of the report was circulated to the applicant and the
agent acting on behalf of the owner/occupiers of the land who responded to
the consultation.

8. DISCUSSION

8.1 Section 53 (3)(c)(i) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, requires the
County Council to modify the Definitive Map when evidence is discovered
which, when considered with all other relevant evidence available to them
shows:

that a right of way, which is not shown in the Map and Statement, 
subsists or is reasonably alleged to subsist over land in the area to 
which the Map relates, being a right of way such that the land over 
which the right subsists is a public path, a restricted byway or, subject 
to section 54A, a byway open to all traffic. 

8.2 The representation of a path or track on an Ordnance Survey Map is not 
conclusive evidence that it is a public right of way.  It is only indicative of its 
physical existence at the time of the survey. 

8.3 Under Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980, a particular way may be 
presumed to be a highway if it can be shown that there has been twenty years 
uninterrupted use by the public, as a right of way, and that the landowners 
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have not taken steps to rebut this presumed dedication during that twenty year 
period. 

8.4 The proposal was supported by user evidence from 14 members of the public. 
All of the evidence providers submitted one evidence form relating to all or 
some of the alleged paths so in some cases the evidence is common to all of 
the claimed paths.  However the majority of the users gave a detailed 
response when answering ‘Question 18’ or submitted an additional statement.  
A ‘Usergram’ compiled by officers is attached to the report which includes a 
summary of the evidence of use as follows: 

Footpath No 20 - 14 users claim to have walked or cycled all or part of the 
path.  Of those 14 users 13 claim to have walked the path for periods in 
excess of 20 years. 

Footpath No 21 - 7 users claim to have walked the entire path.  All of the 7 
users claim to have walked the path for periods in excess of 20 years. 

Footpath No 22 - 5 users claim to have walked the entire path.  3 of the 5 

users claim to have walked the path for periods in excess of 20 years. 

8.5 It would appear from the user evidence that there is continuous use of all of 
the alleged paths on a daily basis to frequent social and commercial premises 
as well as public transport links. It is also worth noting that all of the evidence 
providers have witnessed other people using the routes.  The paths are all 
metalled with tarmac and have received maintenance with the addition of 
dropped kerbs at various locations to assist with access.  Although some of 
the evidence providers claim to have used the route on bicycles there does not 
appear to be sufficient evidence to raise a presumption of the existence of any 
higher rights than public footpaths. 

8.6 If the date the public’s right to use the alleged paths was called into question is 
taken to be January 2019, the date the application was submitted, then 11 of 
the user evidence providers can still claim to have walked the paths for 
periods in excess of 20 years, prior to this date.  The frequency and purpose 
of this use is considered to be sufficient to raise a presumption of dedication.   

8.7 The historical map evidence would suggest that during the development of 
North Broomhill, housing has been constructed on all sides of the alleged 
public paths to accommodate the growing infrastructure.  The area of land 
over which the alleged paths cross has remained at the centre of this 
community hub.   

8.8 None of the evidence providers appear to have been given permission to use 
the paths by the landowner or indicate that they were physically stopped 
during the relevant period. 

8.9 If members are not convinced that the route has been used for periods in 
excess of 20 years then members may also wish to give consideration to 
dedication under Common Law.  Public rights of way may have been 
dedicated under Common Law if it can be inferred by the landowner’s conduct 
that they intended to dedicate public rights over the routes.  Where there has 
been evidence of a use by the public so long and in such a manner that the 
landowner must have been aware the public was acting under the belief that Page 34



the way had been dedicated.  The construction of tarmacked paved ways over 
the routes of the alleged paths and the fact the landowner did not take steps to 
disabuse the users of the paths suggests an acceptance by the landowner for 
the public to walk the paths. 

8.10 The County Council notes the request by Womble Bond Dickinson on behalf of 
Karbon Homes Limited to investigate a practical solution.  If an Order was to 
be made and objections received, it is usual practice for officers to investigate 
whether there is the possibility of agreeing a harmonious solution on an 
alignment that satisfies the concerns of all the interested parties. 

8.11 For administrative reasons if the paths were to be included in a Definitive Map 
Modification Order the numbers would be changed to record the paths as 
Parish of East Chevington Public Footpaths Nos 23, 24 and 25. 

8.12 Advice from the Planning Inspectorate states that it is important to have the 
correct width, where known, recorded in the definitive statement.  It is 
considered appropriate therefore, that should any future modification order be 
made, it should reflect the evidence statements and the physical features on 
the ground by recording all of the routes with a minimum width of 1.5 metres 
wide. 

9. CONCLUSION

9.1  In the light of the evidence submitted, it appears that there is sufficient 
evidence to justify that public footpath rights have been reasonably alleged to 
exist over all of the claimed routes. 

BACKGROUND PAPERS 
Local Services Group File D/4/20-22z 

Report Author John McErlane – Definitive Map Officer 
(01670) 624136  
John.McErlane@northumberland.gov.uk 

Page 35



Infrastructure
Local Services

County Hall  Morpeth  Northumberland
  NE61 2EF

Telephone 0845 600 6400

Former District(s) Parish(es) Scale

O.S. MapDef. Map No. Date

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
Public Rights of Way

98

Morpeth

NU 20 SE September 2019

1: 1250

Reproduced from / based upon Ordnance Survey
material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on

 behalf of the Controllerof  H.M.S.O. Crown Copyright .
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright 

and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings.
Northumberland County Council O.S. Licence No 100049048

251

East Chevington

Alleged Public Footpath

252 253

J
20

H

22

F

G

E

20

20

D

C

21

Page 36



404/001

40
4/0

11

404/007

404/002

404/003

404/010

404/015

404
/00

6

404/014

40
4/0

18 404/013

40
4/0

19

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationary Office  
Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. License no. 100049048 (2012).

This is a computer generated extract of the Working Copy
of the Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way 

Scale: 1:10,000Contact: John McErlane
Tel: 01670 624136
EMail: John.McErlane@northumberland.gov.uk

Legend
Footpath
Bridleway
Restricted Byway
Byway Open to All Traffic

Page 37



P
A

R
IS

H
 O

F
 A

L
N

M
O

U
T

H
 A

L
L
E

G
E

D
 P

U
B

L
IC

 F
O

O
T

P
A

T
H

 N
O

 ?
?

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
1
9
6
0
  
  
  
  
  
 1

9
7
0
  
  
  
  
1
9
8
0
  
  
  
  
  
1
9
9
0
  
  
  
  
 2

0
0
0
  
  
  
  
 2

0
1
0

F
re

q
u

e
n

c
y
 a

n
d

 T
y
p

e
P

re
v
e
n

te
d

 f
ro

m
 u

s
in

g

o
f 

U
s
e

th
e
 r

o
u

te
?

J
 B

o
y
d

N
o

E
 M

o
ir

N
o

D
 D

e
v
in

e
N

o

B
 S

m
it
h

N
o

A
 D

e
v
in

e
N

o

K
 S

m
it
h

N
o

D
 S

m
it
h

N
o

F
 M

c
D

o
n
a
ld

 B
e
lis

le
N

o

P
 D

o
u
g
la

s
N

o

W
 B

e
lis

le
D

a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t 
&

 W
e
e
k
ly

 o
n
 B

ic
y
c
le

N
o

A
 R

o
b
e
rt

s
o
n

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t

N
o

B
 R

o
b
e
rt

s
o
n

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t 
&

 B
ic

y
c
le

N
o

J
 D

u
n
n

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t 
&

 B
ic

y
c
le

N
o

K
 W

a
lk

e
r

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t

N
o

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t 
&

 W
e
e
k
ly

 o
n
 B

ic
y
c
le

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t 
&

 B
ic

y
c
le

3
-4

 t
im

e
s
 a

 w
e
e
k
 o

n
 F

o
o
t

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t

W
e
e
k
ly

 o
n
 F

o
o
t 
&

 B
ic

y
c
le

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t

D
a
ily

 o
n
 F

o
o
t

 1
9
6
0
  
  
  
  
 1

9
7
0
  
  
  
  
 1

9
8
0
  
  
  
  
1
9
9
0
  
  
  
  
 2

0
0
0
  
  
  
  
 2

0
1
0
  
  
  
  
 2

0
2
0

P
A

R
IS

H
 O

F
 E

A
S

T
 C

H
E

V
IN

G
T

O
N

 A
L
L
E

G
E

D
 P

U
B

L
IC

 F
O

O
T

P
A

T
H

S
 N

o
s
 2

0
 -

 2
2

W
e
e
k
ly

 o
n
 F

o
o
t

D
a
ily

 o
f 
F

o
o
t 
&

 B
ic

y
c
le

Page 38



Page 39



Page 40



Page 41



Page 42



Page 43



Page 44



Page 45



Page 46



Page 47



Page 48



Page 49



Page 50



Page 51



Page 52



Page 53



Page 54



Page 55



Page 56



Page 57



Page 58



Page 59



Page 60



Page 61



Page 62



Page 63



Page 64



Page 65



Page 66



Page 67



Page 68



Page 69



Page 70



Page 71



Page 72



Page 73



Page 74



Page 75



Page 76



Page 77



Page 78



Page 79



Page 80



Page 81



Page 82



Page 83



Page 84



Page 85



Page 86



Page 87



Page 88



Page 89



Page 90



Page 91



Page 92



Page 93



Page 94



Page 95



Page 96



Page 97



Page 98



Page 99



Page 100



Page 101



Page 102



Page 103



Page 104



Page 105



Page 106



Page 107



Page 108



Page 109



Page 110



Page 111



Page 112



Page 113



Page 114



Page 115



Page 116



Page 117



Page 118



Page 119



Page 120



Page 121



Page 122



Page 123



Page 124



Page 125



Page 126



Page 127



Page 128



Page 129



Page 130



Page 131



Page 132



Page 133



Page 134



Page 135



Page 136



Page 137



Page 138



Page 139



Page 140



Page 141



Page 142



Page 143



Page 144



Page 145



Page 146



Page 147



Page 148



Page 149



Page 150



Page 151



This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationary Office  
Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. License no. 100049048 (2012).

Scale: 1:10,000Contact: John McErlane
Tel: 01670 624136
EMail: John.McErlane@northumberland.gov.uk

Ordnance Survey Plan 1957
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This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationary Office  
Crown Copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. License no. 100049048 (2012).

Scale: 1:10,000Contact: John McErlane
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EMail: John.McErlane@northumberland.gov.uk

Ordnance Survey Plan 1966
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Ordnance Survey Plan 1984
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CASTLE MORPETH LOCAL AREA COUNCIL 
9 August 2021 

 
 
 

REVIEW OF THE DEFINITIVE MAP AND STATEMENT 
OF PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY 

ALLEGED PUBLIC BRIDLEWAY NO 36 
PARISH OF BELSAY 

 

Report of the Executive Director of Local Services 
Cabinet Member: Councillor Jeff Watson, Healthy Lives 

 

   
Purpose of report 
 
In this report, the Council is asked to give consideration to all the relevant evidence 
gathered in support and rebuttal of a proposal to add to the Definitive Map and 
Statement a public bridleway from the B6309 road immediately south-west of 
Burnside Lodge in a general easterly direction for a distance of 2700 metres to join 
Public Bridleway No 10, 235 metres south of the Belsay Estate Office. 
 
 
Recommendation  

 
It is recommended that the Council agree that: 

 
 In the light of the evidence submitted it appears that public 

bridleway/restricted byway rights have not been reasonably 
alleged to exist over the route. 

 
 
1.0    BACKGROUND 
  
1.1 By virtue of Section 53 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, the County 

Council is required to keep the Definitive Map and Statement under 
continuous review and make modification orders upon the discovery of 
evidence, which shows that the map and statement need to be modified. 
 

1.2 The relevant statutory provisions which apply to adding a public right of way 
on the Definitive Map and Statement based on historical documentary 
evidence is Section 53(3)(c)(i) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981, which 
requires the County Council (as Surveying Authority) to modify the Definitive 
Map and Statement following: 

Page 155

Agenda Item 8



  
“the discovery by the authority of evidence which (when considered with all 
other relevant evidence available to them) shows: 

          
 “that a right of way which is not shown in the map and statement 

subsists or is reasonably alleged to subsist over land in the area to 
which the map relates, being a right of way such that the land over 
which the right subsists is a public path, a restricted byway or, subject 
to section 54A, a byway open to all traffic;”  
  

1.3    All the relevant statutory provisions and competing rights and interests have 
been considered in making this report. The recommendation is in accordance 
with the law and proportionate, having regard to individuals’ rights and the 
public interest. 
  

 
2.0 PUBLIC EVIDENCE 
 
2.1  In October 2018, Edward Liddle of Steel, Hexham submitted an application to 

amend the Definitive Map and Statement by adding a public bridleway from a 
point marked A on the B6309 road immediately south-west of Burnside Lodge 
in a general easterly direction for a distance of 2700 metres to a point marked 
B on Public Bridleway No 10, 235 metres south of the Belsay Estate Office. 

 
2.2  The application is supported by historical evidence including a 1790 diversion 

of a public road, Fryer’s County Map of 1820, Greenwood’s County Map of 
1828, the Ponteland Turnpike Trust papers of 1828 and 1829, the 1840 Tithe 
Award for Belsay township, the 1st Edition O.S. 25” plan of 1866 with the 
accompanying Book of Reference, the 2nd Edition O.S. 6” plan of 1895, 
Bartholomew’s half inch map of 1902, the 1910 Finance Act and recent 
editions of the Ordnance Survey plans. 

 
2.3  The application was also accompanied by the following submission: 

  
Belsay Park 
  
The route 
 
“1. The alleged route is in the parish of Belsay and is currently unrecorded as 
a public right of way.  It can be seen on OS Explorer 316 Newcastle upon 
Tyne. 
 
“2. It starts at GR NZ 102783 (A), where it leaves BW 401/010, going in a 
westerly direction to meet the C340 at GR NZ 075782 (B). 
 
“3. It is a well defined track with a stone surface, which links a public bridleway 
to a minor road.  It is approximately 5m wide. 
 
“4.  The notice at the west end of the alleged route indicates that there is no 
access for vehicles to the horse trials.  This is an important annual event and it 
is understandable that the estate does not want horseboxes approaching the 
venue along an unsuitable track.  However, vehicular rights are not alleged, 
only bridleway rights. 
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  See photographs 
 
The documentary evidence 
 

  1. C1790 Diversion of the public road  Historic England 

 
  See https://historicengland.org.uk/listings/the-list/list-entry/1001042 
 

In the listing of properties on the Historic England website, under Belsay Hall, 
list entry number 1001042, it states that the owner at that time, Sir William 
Middleton, fifth Bt, diverted the existing public road onto a new road which 
‘entered by Bankfoot from where it ran due east to meet the Ponteland to 
Jedburgh road, rather than leading directly past the Castle and manor’. 

 
This provides evidence that the section of the alleged route from the C340 to 
Bankfoot was a public road prior to 1790.  The public rights, associated with 
the road that took a line from there to emerge on the Morpeth road at 
Sheepfold, were diverted onto what is now the alleged route. 

 
  See extracts 
 
  2. 1820 Fryer’s map of Northumberland 

 
The full length of the alleged route is clearly shown on this map.  It also shows 
a remnant of the old road described above.  The alleged route is shown as an 
‘other road’ as opposed to a turnpike road, such as the road close to its east 
end, which is the A696 today’. 
  
See extract 
 

  3. 1828 Greenwood’s map of Northumberland 
 
The full length of the alleged route is also shown on this map.  In addition it 
shows the line of the old road from which the public rights were diverted.  The 
alleged route is shown as a ‘cross road’, that is a minor road connecting two 
roads of greater importance. 
  
See extract 
 
4.  1828 Ponteland Turnpike Trust    QRUp22 

 
On the plan entitled ‘Plan of that part of the proposed road between Edinburgh 
and Newcastle in the county of Northumberland.  Surveyed under the direction 
of J L Macadam. 1828’, a spur is shown indicating approximately where the 
application route left the proposed line of the turnpike (A).  There would have 
been no need to show it if it had not been a public road. 
 
See extract 
 
5.  1829 Ponteland Turnpike Trust    QRUp24 

 
Only a year later another plan was surveyed.  This one was entitled ‘Plan of 
the intended new line of the road from Newcastle to Otterburn in the county of 
Northumberland.  Surveyed in 1829 by Thomas Sopwith.’  The existing roads Page 157

https://historicengland.org.uk/listings/the-list/list-entry/1001042


were shown in brown and the proposed new road in red.  The application route 
is shown, if rather faintly.  It should be noted that this plan is not aligned to 
north. 
 
These two turnpike plans show that two highly respected highway surveyors of 
the time, when drawing up plans of their proposals, considered it necessary to 
indicate that there was a public road leaving the turnpike at this point. 
 
See extract 
 
6. 1840 Tithe plan for the township of Belsay in the parish of Bolam DT 34S 

 
“The alleged route is shown in brown in the same manner as all other public 
roads in the area are shown.  However its destination is not shown, but then 
there was not a village or another parish at the western end of the alleged 
route’. 
 
See extract 
 
 
7.  1866 OS 1st ed. Scale 1:2,500, (the 25”)sheets LXXIX/1 & LXXVIII/4 
 OS Book of Reference for the Parish of Bolam, township of Belsay 

 
“The eastern part of the alleged route is shown on sheet LXXIX/1 annotated 
with the plot number 53.  The western part is shown on sheet LXXVIII/4 with 
the plot number 300.  The full length of the alleged route is shown to be in the 
parish of Bolam, township of Belsay. 
 
In the Book of Reference accompanying this sheet, on page 7, plot 53 is 
described as ‘public road’.  On page 10, plot 300 is also described as ‘public 
road’. 
 
See extracts 
 
 
8.  1895 OS 2nd ed. Scale 1:10,560 (the 6”)  sheets LXXIX NW & 

LXXVIII SE 

 
The route is again split between these two sheets with the east section on 
sheet LXXIX NW and the western part on sheet LXXVIII SE.  The route is not 
annotated either as FP (footpath) of BR (bridle road) which suggests it was 
believed to have a higher status, that of a road. 
 
See extract 
 

  9. 1902  Bartholomew’s cycling map National Library of Scotland map collection 

 
The map series at the scale of two miles to one inch, was produced to meet 
the needs of the many cyclists and tourists at the start of the twentieth century 
who wanted to get out into the countryside.  It shows by the use of colour 
which public roads were suitable for cycling.  Those with orange dashes were 
good quality roads and those with orange dots were described as ‘indifferent, 
passable for cyclists’ but still recommended for use by cyclists. 
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As cyclists were not allowed to go off-road until 1968, one can presume that all 
those roads that were recommended for cyclists to use were in fact public 
roads. 
 
From the extract and the key it can be seen that the alleged route was one of 
these, shown by the orange dots along it.  The dashes also indicate that it was 
a motoring road. 
 
See extract 
 
10.  1910 Finance Act Plan   NRO 436/LXXIX/1 & LXXVIII/4 
  Field Book     NRO/2000/36 
 
“The eastern part of the route is shown on sheet LXXVIII/4 and the western 
part of the route is shown on sheet LXXIX/1. 
 
“The full length of the route is shown to be in hereditament 247.  There is no 
deduction shown for ‘right of way or user’ for this plot.  However there was no 
obligation on the landowner to claim the deduction so this does not show that 
there were or were not public rights along the track. 
 
“It appears that owners of large estates in Northumberland were often not 
bothered with the small deduction that was on offer as this situation has been 
seen on many estates for which this series of documents has been checked.  
Very few deductions were claimed in this area as a quick look through the field 
book will show and yet today there are many public rights of way and minor 
roads for which a deduction could have been claimed. 
 
See extracts 
 
11.  Recent editions of the OS 
 
The alleged route continues to be shown clearly on OS maps in the 20th 
century. 
 
See extract 
 
It is understood that the route has been regularly used by local people in the 
recent past.  This is now prevented by the route having a locked gate at its 
east end, close to the village. 
 
However there is no intention of gathering user evidence as it is believed that 
the documentary evidence is sufficient to demonstrate that public rights 
existed in the past. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The evidence listed above suggests that public rights have existed over this 
route since the late 18th century.  Please can you investigate to see if there is 
sufficient evidence for this route to be added to the definitive map as a public 
bridleway?” 

 
  

 Page 159



3. LANDOWNER EVIDENCE  

 
3.1 By letter dated 10th February 2020, Galbraith Group in a report by Liz Sobell, 

on behalf of the Belsay Estate responded with the following comments. 
 
i) “I have been asked by Belsay Trustees to examine evidence submitted 

in support of an application to add a bridleway to the definitive map.  
The alleged way runs south of Belsay Hall between the C340 at GR 
NZ075782 on the west and on the east at a point on Bridleway 401/010 
at GR NZ102783. 

 
ii) “The supporting evidence submitted by the claimant in support of this 

claim consists largely of maps ranging in date from 1820 to recent 
times, but the basis of the claim is an alleged highway diversion dating 
to around 1790 which is described in the Historic England website entry 
for Belsay Hall. 

 
iii) “The following report will demonstrate that the c.1790 diversion cannot 

be verified with documentary evidence, and that, crucially, a later 
highway diversion extinguished any supposed public right of way along 
the claimed route. 

 
iv) “The claimant’s documentary evidence begins by referring to a record in 

Historic E’s online National Heritage List for England (“NHLE”).  The 
record concerned is at  https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-
entry/1001042 and is the “listing” relating to the status of Belsay Hall as 
a Grade I Listed Building. The relevant paragraph states: ”In c.1790, Sir 
William Middleton, fifth Bt. (1738-95), Captain of the Royal Horse 
Guards and MP for Northumberland from 1774, diverted the public road 
which ran along the boundary of the earliest deer park from Burnside 
northwards to Sheepfold on the Morpeth road, thus increasing the 
enclosed area.  The new road entered the park by Bankfoot from where 
it ran due east to meet the Ponteland to Jedburgh road, rather than 
leading directly past the Castle and Manor”. 

 
v) “Two places are marked as ‘Sheepfold’ on Northumberland sheet 78.4 

of the 1896 Ordnance Survey 25” map: one is north of Burnside at GR 
NZ075787, but does not join the Morpeth road.  The other ‘Sheepfold’ is 
at GR NZ 081790, and is on the Morpeth road, but has no track leading 
to it which is recorded on Ordnance Survey maps dating between 1885 
and 1967. The closest track is located 401 metres east of ‘Sheepfold’ at 
GR NZ085791, just south of the original location of Saugh House Farm 
at GR NZ086792 (The historic location of Saugh House is shown 
between points E and K on the plan at Appendix A, although Saugh 
House was later rebuilt at GR NZ 086795).  This seems the most likely 
candidate for a way which was to be diverted from running past the 
Castle and Manor House, since it also leads past Belsay Townfoot at 
GR NZ086783. 

 
vi) “Notwithstanding the reference in the NHLE to a 1790 diversion, it is not 

possible to confirm the veracity of the statement in the NHLE or give an 
accurate interpretation of the routes involved in any c.1790 diversion, as 
no documentary reference has been supplied to prove its existence.  
Moreover, I have made a thorough search of Northumberland Quarter Page 160
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Session books (where a public highway diversion was required (at that 
time) to be endorsed by Justices of the Peace and recorded) and no 
record could be found. 

 
vii) “However, the search did produce two relevant highway diversions, both 

dated 1837, holding the references NRO QRH 134 and NRO QRH 135 
respectively.  Both diversions use the same plan, which is reproduced 
at Appendix A. 

 
viii) “NRO QRH 134 and NRO QRH 135 demonstrate that there was a major 

reorganisation of the road network around Belsay in 1837.  Here it might 
be useful to provide a timeline summarising the historical content. 

 
● 1810 -1817 Belsay Hall was built, following a design by Sir Charles 

Monck (1779 - 1867, third son of Sir William Middleton, 5th baronet). 
● 1828 and 1829 Two turnpike roads were established east of Belsay: 

the Newcastle to Edinburgh Turnpike (NRO QRUP 22) and the 
Newcastle to Otterburn Turnpike (NRO QRUP 24). 

● 1830s The village of Belsay was removed from its original position 
between Belsay Castle and the newly built Hall and aligned on the east 
side of the Newcastle to Edinburgh Turnpike (present-day A696). 

● 1837 Sir Charles Monck created two new lengths of road in order to 

divert and extinguish public rights over the road allegedly created by the 
c.1790 highway diversion (NRO QRH 134 and NRO QRH 135, both 
orders using the same plan). 

 
ix) NRO QRH 135 is concerned with a length of road created to simplify 

and shorten the route coming east from the direction of Capheaton, and 
is annotated on the plan (Appendix A) by the letters E and F.  The road 
is uncoloured but outlined in red. 

 
x) NRO QRH 134 created a new length of road, also outlined on red, 

between the letters D and C on the plan, and provided a more level 
route than that between D to B to C. 

 
xi) NRO QRH 134 also stopped up the highway on the route between 

letters L and D and letters L/B/C, outlined in blue on the plan. 
 
xii) Figure 1 below is an extract from the diversion plan titled ‘Reference’: 
 

 
 

xiii) The letter ‘A’ marks the position of Belsay Guide Post at GR NZ 
102785; ‘F’ is the most westerly point of the new length of road at GR 
NZ 053781.  The measured length between these two points if travelling Page 161



by the line of the road which was to be stopped up (i.e. A-L-B-C-I-H-G-
F) was 3 miles and 154 yards.  In comparison, Points  A to F via the 
new length of road and Saugh House (i.e. A-K-E-F) measured 2 miles 7 
furlongs and 410 yards. 
 

xiv) “Letter K is the location of the junction between the B6924 and the A696 
at GR NZ100790.  The distance between K and D via Belsay Guide 
Post (A) and Belsay Bank Foot (GR NZ 079783) measured 2 miles 1 
furlong and 121 yards.  K to D via Saugh House and points E and C 
was longer at 2 miles 2 furlongs and 143 yards.  However, the 
replacement of a steep climb with the new length of road between 
points C and D compensated for the extra length. 

 
xv) “Appendix B is the order made at the Northumberland Quarter Sessions 

held on 16th September 1837 (NRO QRH 134).  The new length of road 
had been inspected by two justices of the peace and found to be ‘more 
commodious to the public than the present highway’.  It confirmed the 
new length of road made between points C and D on the plan and 
ordered that ‘the said Highway mentioned in the said certificate as lying 
between a certain guide post in the Township of Belsay in the said 
County called the Black Heddon Guide Post and the point or place on 
the Turnpike Road between Newcastle upon Tyne and Otterburn in the 
said County where the same Highway meets the said Turnpike should 
be stopped up and should be diverted and turned to the new Highway 
also mentioned in the same certificate lately made between the said 
guide post and the south west corner of Belsay park in the said 
Township of Belsay aforesaid’. 

 
xvi) “NRO QRH 134 therefore shows that the claimed route carries no public 

highway right.  Any highway which did exist over the claimed route (by 
virtue of the alleged 1790 diversion or otherwise) was stopped up and 
ceased to exist as a result of the Order of the Quarter Sessions dated 
16th September 1836. 

 
xvii) “There is no dispute that the claimed route is clearly present on historic 

and contemporary maps.  The issue is not, however, physical presence, 
but whether or not the depicted route carries any public right of way.  
The following paragraphs will discuss the map evidence submitted in 
support of the claim. 

 
xviii) “Fryer’s County map (1820) and Greenwood’s (1828) map both pre-

date the diversion and extinguishment of the claimed route in 1837, as 
do the creation of turnpike roads between Newcastle and Edinburgh 
(1828) and Newcastle and Otterburn (1829). 

 
xix) “Belsay Township Tithe Award plan (NRO DT 34S) of 1840 shows the 

line of the claimed way.  However, it was not the prime purpose of a 
tithe map to depict public ways, but to identify the boundaries of areas 
where tithe payments were chargeable.  In addition, it was possible for 
an earlier plan to be submitted during the tithe commutation process. 
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xx) “The Ordnance Survey maps comprise the bulk of supporting evidence 
for this claimed way, but these maps, along with Bartholomew’s Cycling 
map of 1902, carry a disclaimer that representation on a map is not 
evidence of the existence of a right of way. 

 
xxi) “The description of a way in an Ordnance Survey Book of Reference as 

a ‘public road’ relates simply to the appearance of such a way.  
Ordnance Survey officers were not required to establish the highway 
status of the routes they mapped, merely to describe their physical 
appearance. 

 
xxii) “At paragraph 10 of the submitted claim, the absence of a tax liability 

deduction in relation to the claimed route in 1910 Finance Act records is 
accounted for by the suggestion that ‘owners of large estates in 
Northumberland were often not bothered with the small reduction that 
was on offer’.  This is speculation with no documentary evidence to 
support it.  Conversely, the inclusion of the claimed route in the records 
is of course evidence (albeit not conclusive evidence) that the claimed 
route is not a highway. 

 
xxiii) “NRO 2000/36 is held by Northumberland Archives and contains a 

record of the evidence given by the owner of the Belsay Estate in 
relation to the 1910 Finance Act. 

 
xxiv) “Appendix C is an extract from the estate copy of the valuation book 

(NRO 2000/36), where two claims of £20 each are made for ‘public right 
of way or user’.  One is on Saugh House land and the other at West 
Belsay.  No claim for a deduction is made in relation to any other land 
within Belsay, but this document shows that the land owner was indeed 
bothered enough to claim £40 in total. 

 
xxv) “In conclusion, it has been shown that a former public highway which 

ran south of Belsay Hall had all public right of way removed and 
stopped up under a highway diversion order dated 1837.  The 
appearance of the way on maps pre- and post- dating the diversion 
order (which is the remaining evidence relied on by the claimant) simply 
reflects the physical existence of the route.  The 1910 Finance Act 
records accurately represent the fact that no right of way existed along 
the claimed route.” 

 
 
4. CONSULTATIONS  

 
4.1 In March 2018, the County Council carried out a consultation with the Parish 

Council, known owners and occupiers of the land and the local representatives 
of the “prescribed and local organisations” listed in the Council’s “Code of 
Practice on Consultation for Public Path Orders”. 

 
4.2 By letter in March 2018 the County Access & Bridleways Officer for the British 

Horse Society responded to the consultation with the following comments: 
 

 “This is a well kept tarmac road providing access to a number of 
properties and adjacent fields which links to two minor rural roads and 
so forms an important part of the recreational network in the area.  It Page 163



was shown to be part of the cycling network in 1902 by the presence on 
Bartholomew’s popular cycling map of that date.” 

 
 
5. DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 

 
5.1 A search has been made, relating to historical evidence and the following 

copies are enclosed for consideration. 
 
 
1820   Fryer’s County Map 
 

There is evidence of a track over the entire length of the claimed 
route. 

 
1827 Cary’s Map 
 

There is evidence of a track over the entire length of the claimed 
route. 

 
1828   Greenwood’s County Map 
 

There is evidence of a track over the entire length of the claimed 
route. 

 
1840 Belsay Tithe Award  (Applicant’s Plan) 
 

There is evidence of a track over the entire length of the claimed 
route identified the same as other public highways in the locality. 

 
c1860   1

st
 Edition O.S. Map: Scale 1:2,500 & Book of Reference (Applicant’s Plan) 

 
There is evidence of an enclosed track over the entire length of the 
claimed route.  
 
The claimed route is annotated with the numbers 53 & 300 and 
identified in the accompanying Book of Reference as ‘Public road’. 
 

 
1897/8 2nd Edition O.S. Map: Scale 1:10,560 
 

There is evidence of an enclosed track over the entire length of the 
claimed route. 

 
1924 3rd Edition O.S. Map: Scale 1:10,560 
 

There is evidence of an enclosed track over the entire length of the 
claimed route. 

 
 
6. SITE INVESTIGATION 
 
6.1  Photographs of the route will be displayed at the Council meeting. 
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7. COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT REPORT 

 
7.1 In July 2021, a draft copy of the report was circulated to the applicant and 

known owners / occupiers of the land who responded to the consultation.   
 
 
8. DISCUSSION 
 
8.1 Section 53(3)(c)(i) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, requires the 

County Council to modify the Definitive Map when evidence is discovered 
which, when considered with all other relevant evidence available to them 
shows: 

 
that a right of way which is not shown in the map and statement 
subsists or is reasonably alleged to subsist over land in the area to 
which the map relates, being a right of way such that the land over 
which the right subsists is a public path, a restricted byway or, subject to 
section 54A, a byway open to all traffic; 

 
8.2 When considering an application or proposal for a modification order, Section 

32 of the Highways Act, 1980 provides for “any map, plan or history of the 
locality or other relevant document” to be tendered in evidence and such 
weight to be given to it as considered justified by the circumstances, including 
the antiquity of the tendered document, the status of the person by whom and 
the purpose for which it was made or compiled, and the custody in which it has 
been kept and from which it is produced. 

 
8.3 The representation of a path or track on an Ordnance Survey map is not 

conclusive evidence that it is a public right of way.  It is only indicative of its 
physical existence at the time of the survey. 

 
8.4 It is clear that the claimed route which is depicted on Fryer’s, Cary’s and 

Greenwood’s Maps was likely an all-purpose highway at the beginning of the 
19th Century.  Its inclusion on the Turnpike records and the Ordnance Survey 
plans of the area strengthen the evidence in support of public rights existing 
over the full length of the claimed route, at that time.  The landowner does not 
appear to dispute the accuracy of these plans although does cast doubt on the 
interpretation and legality of the highways order in 1790 allegedly diverting 
public rights onto the alignment of the claimed route. 

 
8.5 The Highways Order in 1837 was certified by the Justices of Peace at the 

Northumberland Quarter Sessions on 16th September 1837.  The Highways 
Order had the effect of stopping up the route of the alleged path as being 
unnecessary as a new public highway had been made and dedicated to the 
public.  There is no evidence to suggest that public footpath or public 
bridleway rights were retained over the alleged route. 

 
 
 
8.6 Whilst it is accepted that there is map evidence of the physical existence of the 

claimed route up until the present day there does not appear to be any 
evidence that post 1837 the landowners have expressed any intention to Page 165



dedicate public rights over the alleged route or that there has been any 
inference of dedication at common law. 

 
 
9. CONCLUSION 

 
9.1 In the light of the evidence submitted, it appears that the historical evidence is 

insufficient to demonstrate that, public bridleway or public vehicular rights have 
been reasonably alleged to exist over the route. 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS   
Local Services Group File D/1/36z 
 
 
Report Author John McErlane – Definitive Map Officer 
 (01670) 624136 
 John.McErlane@northumberland.gov.uk 
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CARY’S COUNTY MAP 
1827 
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GREENWOOD’S COUNTY MAP 
1828 
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