
DURHAM COUNTY COUNCIL

At a Meeting of Area Planning Committee (South and West) held in Council Chamber, 
Council Offices, Spennymoor on Thursday 21 September 2017 at 2.00 pm.

Present:

Councillor H Nicholson in the Chair.

Members of the Committee:
Councillors J Atkinson, D Bell, L Brown, J Clare (Vice-Chairman), E Huntington, C Martin, 
G Richardson, L Taylor and S Zair

1 Apologies for Absence 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Karon Liddell, Councillor 
Andrea Patterson, Councillor John Shuttleworth and Councillor Fraser Tinsley.

2 Substitute Members 

There were no Substitute Members.

3 Declarations of Interest (if any) 

Councillor H Nicholson declared an interest in planning application reference 
DM/17/01185/OUT – Glencrest Kennels and Cattery, Glencrest, Copley Lane, 
Butterknowle, Bishop Auckland.  Councillor Nicholson advised that he would leave 
the meeting and vacate the Chair prior to the consideration of the item and the 
Vice-Chairman would assume the Chair for the remainder of the meeting.

4 Minutes

The minutes of the meeting held on 20 July 2017 were agreed as a correct record 
and signed by the Chairman.

5 Applications to be determined 

Prior to the consideration of the applications detailed on the agenda, the Solcitor for 
Planning and Development informed the Committee that between publication of the 
reports and the committee meeting, the Government had published a consultation 
document called “Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places”. This document 
set out a methodology for calculating objectively assessed need. Against that 
methodology, the Council could demonstrate a supply of deliverable housing land in 
excess of 5 years. Therefore, the advice to Members was that the weight to be 
afforded to the benefits of any housing proposals in terms of the boost to housing 
supply would be reduced from the position outlined in the reports. However, the 



Solicitor confirmed that this would not alter any of the recommendations contained 
within the reports.

a DM/17/00518/OUT - Land at Holme Farm, Toft Hill, Bishop Auckland 
DL14 0QQ 

The Committee considered a report of the Senior Planning Officer regarding an 
outline application for residential development (up to a maximum of 100 dwellings), 
including access, with all other matters reserved (for copy see file of Minutes).

The Senior Planning Officer gave a detailed presentation on the application which 
included a plan of the application site, photographs from the A68, the indicative site 
layout and a local public right of way.

Councillor H Smith, one of the local Members had made representations on the 
application but was unable to attend the meeting due to illness.  The Committee 
were informed that Councillor Smith had expressed concerned at the increased 
traffic noise, the limited infrastructure of the surrounding area and felt that the 
development was not sustainable.

The Committee then heard from the agent of the applicant who explained that the 
applicant had worked closely with Highways Officers and relocated the site access 
to ensure that parking for existing residents would be retained.  Acceptable 
application in all other respects, the application should be considered in favour of 
sustainable development and the relevant elements of the NPPF.

Toft Hill, High Etherley and Low Etherley were classed as medium-sized villages in 
the 2012 settlement survey with good facilities nearby including a doctors surgery. 
The development of 100 houses on the site would significantly support local 
services and the immediate surrounding areas including Bishop Auckland and 
Tindale Crescent (3 miles away) and West Auckland (1.8 miles). Other applications 
for housing in High Etherley had been approved.  Previous discussions had also 
taken place with County Council landscape officers regarding a landscape buffer 
and these would be offset by areas of open space. The agent requested that 
refusal on the grounds of adverse landscape impacts should be removed.

Councillor G Richardson informed the Committee that he had considered the 
application carefully but ultimately felt that the infrastructure of the immediate area, 
road congestion where there already tended to be pinch points and moved the 
recommendation for refusal.

Councillor J Clare thanked the agent for their presentation and had made some 
observations. Firstly, the strength of the application in terms of the weighting of the 
Council’s current position on housing land supply as outlined by the Solicitor prior to 
consideration of the items. Secondly, the information provided by the applicant 
regarding Toft Hill being classed as a large to medium sized village. Councillor 
Clare considered that a 10% increase in size, should the application be approved, 
would have a considerable impact on the infrastructure of the village. Councillor 
Clare accepted that whilst landscaping issues may have been addressed, there 



were many other factors to overcome and felt that a case for approval had not been 
made. Councillor Clare seconded refusal of the application.

Upon a vote being taken it was:

Resolved
That the application be refused for the reason outlined in the report.

b DM/16/04083/FPA - Former Dene Valley Primary School, Gurney Valley, 
Close House, Bishop Auckland 

The Committee considered a report of the Senior Planning Officer regarding an 
application for a new care facility comprising 10no. two bed apartments with 
associated amenities at the site of the former Dene Valley Primary School, Gurney 
Valley, Close House, Bishop Auckland (for copy see file of Minutes).

The Senior Planning Officer gave a detailed presentation on the application which 
included a site location plan, photographs of the site and aerial photography. The 
proposals included 10 assisted living units in two blocks and would include a 
lounge, day room and shared areas. The site access had been moved away from 
the neighbouring property who had objected to the proposals.

The Committee then heard representations from the objector who occupied the only 
property adjacent to the former school site.

The objector informed the Committee that he was the only resident affected by the 
proposal. The objector referred to a copy of the sales restrictions given to any 
developer which included a number of proposals and explained the background.

Notices were sent to the six nearest local residents. No notice was placed on the 
noticeboard outside the land.  The objector expressed concern that the County 
County had to be pressurised to arrange a wildlife survey, which was conducted in 
the middle of December. 

The objector also expressed concerns regarding land levels and how this would 
affect his privacy as the proposed properties would be higher than his own property.  
The one and only bedroom of the objectors property was next to the planned new 
entrance.

The objector also raised his concerns regarding highways issues, namely that the 
new entrance to the land would be at the foot of a hill with a blind summit.  
Vehicular access would be constant with deliveries, visitors and changing of shift 
patterns. The objector felt that the inclusion of a bike shelter was fanciful given that 
the lanes were too dangerous.

The objector explained that the carbon footprint of the proposal was a minimum of 
300% greater than if it were within a larger town boundary.

The objector considered that the amended application did not address any of the 
concerns he had raised previously and would not prove beneficial for future 



residents or the local population.  The objector noted that there were no statements 
from community analysts showing benefits for residents or the local community, no 
reports on the ecological effects on wildlife, no statements from any experts within 
the field of care for the people that would reside at the location and no statements 
as to how it would benefit the local population.  The objector explained that the 
residential development should fulfil all the criteria for sustainability and felt that the 
application before the Committee did not show any evidence of these factors and 
should be refused.

In response to the objector’s statement, the Senior Planning Officer informed the 
Committee that the application had been subject to tree surveys and Tree 
Preservation plans to safeguard trees to the North of the site. There was a change 
in land levels and this was catered for by way of a condition. The objection 
regarding the proximity of the access road to the adjacent dwelling could not be 
sustained on the basis that the site was next to the C129 and refusal could not be 
justified on those grounds. The Senior Planning Officer explained that the inclusion 
of a cycle shelter was merely a sustainable offer.

In response to a question from Councillor J Atkinson regarding the benefits of the 
proposal the Senior Planning Officer informed the Committee that the development 
would increase the choice of housing for people with autism on a formerly 
developed site. The site had stood empty since the 1990’s and the development 
would be beneficial to the character and appearance of the area. Other matters 
raised could be controlled by planning conditions.

Councillor L Brown queried the lack of a response from Children and Young 
People’s Services and explained that she had experience of working with children 
with autism and queried if the development was in the correct place.

With the consent of the Chairman, the Committee then heard from the Developer 
who explained that representatives from Durham County Council had approached 
them for suitable housing which needed to located in a quiet rural setting.

Councillor L Brown queried if phase two of the development proceeded, how the 
associated disruption and noise would affect those individuals already in residence.  
The developer explained that the idea was to have more units, however, it was 
uncertain at the present time whether the level of capacity a second phase of 
development would bring, would be required.

The Chairman informed the Committee that Phase 2 would be considered by way 
of a separate planning application at the relevant time.

Councillor C Martin considered that there was a lack of this housing type within the 
County and fully appreciated the concerns the local resident had raised. A 
development for housing with families would have had more of a detrimental effect 
on the resident. Councillor Martin felt there was no better way to use the former 
school site and moved the recommendation.

Councillor J Clare agreed with Councillor Martin and appreciated that people who 
suffered from autism were very easily disturbed by sensory stimuli. People with 



autism required a quiet environment, where they were looked after and cared for. 
Councillor Clare seconded the recommendation.

Upon a vote being take it was:

Resolved
That the application be approved subject to the conditions detailed in the report.

c DM/17/01440/FPA - Former Vine Place Sports Garage, Durham Road, 
Chilton, Ferryhill, DL17 0EY 

The Committee considered a report of the Senior Planning Officer regarding the 
erection of 14 dwellings at the former Vine Place Sports Garage, Durham Road, 
Chilton, Ferryhill (for copy see file of Minutes).

The Senior Planning Officer gave a detailed presentation on the application which 
included the site location and photographs of the site.

The Committee then heard from the agent for the development who explained that 
the development was acceptable in principle, with clear and sustainable benefit on 
a long term derelict site.  The development would significantly improve the 
appearance of the site and boost housing supply. Ferryhill was a two-tiered large 
village with good services and facilities.  The developer was offering financial 
contributions towards offsite open space and recreational provision and there were 
no conflicts with design policies.  The development was also commensurate with 
surrounding properties. Minimal objections had been received towards the 
proposal, none of which objected to the principle of development.

Councillor G Richardson felt that the application would be an asset and improve the 
appearance of the area and moved the recommendation to approve the 
application.

Councillor J Clare thanked the agent for attending the meeting and commented that 
it was refreshing to hear the developer had listened to concerns expressed by 
residents and appease them by way of adjustments, where possible and seconded 
the proposal.

Resolved
That the application be approved subject to the conditions detailed in the report and 
subject to the completion of a Section 106 agreement to secure financial 
contributions towards offsite open space and recreational provision at pro-rata rate 
of £2,244 per residential unit.

d 6/2011/0035/DM - Land North East Of Jubilee Terrace, Evenwood  DL14 
9QE 

The Committee considered a report of Senior Planning Officer regarding an outline 
application for 18no dwellings on land to the North East of Jubilee Terrace, 
Evenwood (for copy see file of Minutes).



The Senior Planning Officer gave a detailed presentation on the application which 
included a site location plan, photographs of the site area and an indicative site 
plan.

Councillor G Richardson felt that the application demonstrated good use for the 
land, however, he explained that he could not support the development due to the 
close proximity of the industrial unit and moved the recommendation to refuse the 
application.

Councillor C Martin agreed with the comments made by Councillor Richardson and 
seconded refusal of the application.

Resolved
That the application be refused.

Prior to the consideration of the following item, Councillor Nicholson left the 
meeting and Councillor J Clare chaired the remainder of the meeting.

e DM/17/01185/OUT - Glencrest Kennels And Cattery, Glencrest, Copley 
Lane, Butterknowle, Bishop Auckland DL13 5LW 

The Committee considered a report of the Senior Planning Officer regarding an 
outline application for 13no. dwellings including the demolition of existing buildings 
at the Glencrest Kennels and Cattery site, Copley Lane, Butterknowle, Bishop 
Auckland (for copy see file of Minutes).

The Senior Planning Office provided the Committee with a detailed presentation 
showing a location plan of the area, aerial photographs, photographs of the 
development site and the indicative site layout.

The Committee listened to representations made by the agent for the applicant. The 
agent explained to the Committee that information provided by way of the pre-
application advice to the culmination of the report before the Committee lacked 
fairness and consistency.

Pre-application advice had stated that the development would be acceptable in 
landscape terms and would likely to lead to a local visual improvement, however, 
the report to the Committee stated that the development would have a materially 
harmful impact on the character and appearance of the area and the surrounding 
landscape.

Pre-application advice had also stated that the principles of modest, residential 
development was accepted, yet the report before the Committee was 
recommending rejection of the application due to the modest number of dwelling 
arising from the proposal.

The agent explained that the applicant had gone to great expense in preparing and 
submitting the application, yet could not understand why the proposal had gone 
from no negative landscape impact, or even a local visual improvement, to justifying 



a refusal on landscape grounds.  The agent also felt that there was no justification 
for the second reason for refusal.

In summing up, the agent felt that the development could be supported under 
paragraphs 55 of NPPF, the many facilities and services available in the cluster of 
villages comprising Copley, Woodland, Butterknowle and Cockfield, the support 
from the local Councillors and the benefits it would bring to the area which included 
affordable housing, in an area where it was needed for local people.  The 
development would also make good use of previously developed brownfield land.

Councillor J Clare informed the Committee that comments were often made 
regarding pre-application advice but reminded the Committee that planning 
applications before a Committee were not decided as a result of discussions 
between the applicant and Council officers and it was a decision for the Committee 
to make.

Councillor G Richardson felt that the application presented a balancing act, to either 
let the village grow, or to spoil it. Coptleigh was a very linear village, where many 
houses were set-back off the road.  Councillor Richardson felt a degree of 
sympathy with the applicant and gave credence to the local County Councillors who 
had expressed their support for the application. Councillor Richardson explained 
that he was inclined to support the application.

Councillor J Atkinson referred to the fairness and consistency issues raised by the 
agent and felt that there were issues to be resolved. He questioned whether the 
Committee should be considering the report given the issues that had been raised.

Councillor J Clare informed Councillor Atkinson that if the Committee were of the 
view expressed, then an appropriate resolution would need to be put forward to 
defer the application and allow time for the issues highlighted to be resolved.

Councillor E Huntington expressed her disappointment that conflicting information 
had been supplied to the applicant and appreciated the concerns that the agent had 
raised.

The Solicitor informed the Committee that pre-application advice was not an issue 
the Committee could take into consideration and that expressing disappointment 
was not a reason for refusal to overturn the officer recommendation.

Councillor C Martin commented that he was disappointed by some of the phrases 
used by agent during his representations regarding the pre-application advice. 
Ultimately, the site was brownfield, no longer in use and a proposal to build houses, 
in what was a rural area would indeed enhance the area.

Councillor Martin hoped that the applicant would come back with a future proposal 
that the Committee could agree to, however, on the basis of the application, the 
number of houses being proposed, together with the layout meant that he had no 
alternative but to move rejection the application.

Councillor E Huntington seconded the recommendation;



Upon a vote being taken it was:

Resolved
That the application be refused. 

Councillor H Nicholson re-joined the meeting.

f DM/17/01539/VOC - Wellgarth, Hamsterley, Bishop Auckland DL13 3PP 

The Committee considered a report of the Senior Planning Officer regarding a 
variation of condition 2 of application reference DM/15/01599/FPA relating to the 
design and size of the garage (for copy see file of Minutes).

The Senior Planning Officer explained the design and size of the garage and its 
rural setting.  The Committee were informed that the garage had been built slightly 
bigger than it had supposed to be. However, there was no significant impact, that 
the development conformed with policies regarding the character and appearance 
of the area, did not conflict with parts 7 and 11 of the NPPF and Teesdale Local 
Plan Policies.

Moved by Councillor J Atkinson, Seconded by Councillor L Brown; and

Resolved
That the application be approved.


