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Minutes of a Meeting of Planning Committee held on Tuesday 17 January 2017 at 6:00pm in the 

Amble Town Council office, Fourways 2, 6 Dilston Terrace, Amble,  

PRESENT: Cllrs Morrison, Horn, Weir, Dargue, Lewis, Hinson.  Also present were 4 members of the 

public and 2 members of the press. 

 

APOLOGIES:  Cllr Barton due to a prior engagement. The apologies were accepted. 
 

21.  DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST: None 

 

22. QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC: 

Michael Walters queried the number of houses that have been built since 2011.  Although there 

was no definite figure readily available for the meeting, Cllr Lewis pointed out that all the 

developments were on a phased approach and that only houses that were fully built could 

contribute to the final figure.  Cllr Dargue referred to the NCC Core Strategy which is derived from 

government guidelines to help meet the need for more housing.  Amble is considered a hub where 

housing can feasibly be built and although the Core Strategy states a percentage of houses are 

able to be built; this figure is only a guide and can change at any time.  A quota of this percentage 

is to be allocated as affordable housing. Cllr Morrison said the figure would be investigated and 

reported back to Mr Waters. 

Michael Walters also expressed concerns about the proposed access to the proposed 

development of 500 homes.  The proposed access is onto an already very busy road and will likely 

cause further congestion and will have a detrimental effect on the condition of the road surface.  It 

is a narrow road, with cars at times parked on both sides, used frequently throughout the day by 

numerous buses. The Town Council acknowledged the concerns raised by Michael Walters and 

will ensure these are incorporated into the overall response on behalf of the Town Council. 

 

Louise Little reported that the Core Strategy was not reader friendly and does little to clarify many 

aspects.  The number of holiday homes and second homes in the town was queried and what our 

quota would be if there was a cap on the number of second homes allowance.  This would result 

in more local residents being able to find homes and lessen the need for more to be built.  She 

said there does not appear to be any policy on second homes or holiday homes in the Core 

Strategy.  If all proposed developments were to go ahead in Amble, the total of new homes built 

would be 350 over the recommendation. Concern was raised around the development of an 

additional 500 homes on Acklington Road, what guarantee can be given that these will not be 

purchased as second homes or holiday homes. 

Whilst it is accepted that Tourism has helped Amble, there is a danger of becoming a victim of our 

own success, further developments are increasing the size of Amble and are changing the entire 

look of the town, including the increased pressure on already stretched infrastructure including 

schools, health care, dentists and parking.  What will happen to Amble if it becomes less attractive 

to tourists and ‘the bottom falls out of the market’? 

Additionally, the access road for the proposed development on Acklington Road is not suitable.  

The road is used as direct access to two large schools and is very busy during peak times with 

school children and parents.  With the volume of traffic expected with such a large development, 

there is an increased chance of an accident / fatality. 
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Mrs Joan Shepherd raised concerns around the volume of traffic and car parking issues which are 

already problems for the town.  She also raised concerns for the local economy arising out of the 

new development as well as the increased pressure on environmental services such as refuse 

collection and street cleaning.  Mrs Shepherd raised concerns about the increased pressure on 

current infrastructure such as healthcare and schools. 

 

Mr Tom Lloyd expressed that a percentage of the housing requirement set by NCC should be built 

on pre-developed sites as well as green field.  It was suggested that Amble should have a policy to 

on predeveloped sites and greenfield sites.  Mr Lloyd concurred with the comments made 

regarding second homes. 

Mr Lloyd raised concerns about the proposed Amble Bypass and from looking at the plans, the 

route seemed to cut straight through the proposed development on Acklington Road.  It was asked 

what is Amble Town Council’s and NCC’S policy on the preserved route for the bypass.   

Mr Lloyd said that the access route proposed by the developers is not suitable and that a better 

access point would be via the current roundabout near Percy Drive. 

Mr Lloyd reported that the access to the footpath of the old railway line is now impassable but that 

this could be easily opened up linking into the new estate that is currently being developed there.  

There are ready made access routes that are not being maintained or used.  Mr Lloyd read the 

traffic report and found factual errors which needed to be addressed. 

 

Louise Little expressed concerns regarding the Signal Cottage application.  The proposed 

development is way beyond the original footprint and is not in keeping with the local area.  There 

is not an adequate footpath or lighting around this area.  If this development was to go ahead it 

sets a precedent for future developments. 

 

 

23.0 COMMUNICATIONS: 
23.1 None 

 
24. PLANNING APPLICATIONS: 

To consider the following planning applications: 

 

24.1: 16/04305/OUT – Application for outline planning permission with some matters reserved for 

construction of residential development of approximately 500 dwellings (including affordable 

homes), public open space, access to an existing highway and associated works.  Land South and 

South East of James Calvert Spence College, Acklington Road, Amble, Northumberland. 

The above planning application was discussed and members reported that Amble Town Council 

has no power to stipulate to developers where and where not to build.  Councillors concurred with 

comments around second homes and reported that the legislation test case around second homes 

and holiday homes in St Ives is something that could be useful to Amble if successful.   This 

legislation requires assurance that properties will be housing local residents. 

Members also agreed that ATC should be involved in the Section 106 agreements made with any 

development. 
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The clerk to ask NCC what policy they have on second homes.  Cllr Horn agreed to take this 

forward with NALC and Cllr Weir agreed to take this forward with CAN. 

It was reported that there is conflicting information around the Amble bypass.  Cllr Hinson reported 

that the bypass remains and is part of NCCs policy to be maintained. 

Cllr Horn requested that the survey of the junction of the A1068 and Bede Street needed to be 

completed and alterations to create left and right turn lanes at the Mason’s Arms junction might 

help alleviate future perceived problems. It was suggested that more recent traffic figures would be 

a better reflection on the impact of the new housing already built and the proposed development. 

Members of Amble Town Council agreed that the following comments should be submitted to 

NCC: 

Whilst not objecting to this development in principle, there are several concerns regarding the 

application. 

Access- Whilst the site itself is easily accessible by all methods of travel, suitable and safe, as the 

applicant has included a wide access point to and from the site itself, however the committee 

strongly disagree that once off the site there is capacity for the additional traffic on the present 

infrastructure or that it is suitable and safe especially for pedestrians.  

Acklington Road itself is a narrow road with a high volume of traffic and pedestrians to and from 
the adjacent housing estates as well as being the access for both James Calvert Spence College 
sites. The applicant’s Transport Assessment reports that in peak times it is forecast that a 
minimum of 50 % of the vehicles from the site will travel along Acklington Road towards the 
schools, the town centre and the A1068.  It claims this is a good existing infrastructure yet a visual 
inspection will show the road surface is poor and the road itself is limited by the amount of parked 
cars along it as there is little in the way of off road parking for the residential properties. They claim 
little impact on the T junction of Acklington Road with Albert Street (A1068) yet their own impact 
survey also shows that by 2026 at the a.m. peak time this junction will show at 1.8 & 1.9 when 
‘RFC 1.0 or above: Junction operating above capacity, resulting in queues and delays’.  
The extra volume of traffic turning north (left) at this junction will also increase the difficulty for 
traffic emerging from Bede Street who wish to go in the same direction but need a break in the 
traffic stream to do so. No account seems to have been taken of this effect nor has a survey been 
carried out here. There has been a substantial increase in residential developments in Amble 
since the figures used in the developer’s traffic surveys; we would urge it is repeated with more 
recent data. 
There are already six other roads from residential developments leading onto this road to the 
same junction. Whilst to date there have been few major incidents on this road, the residual 
cumulative impacts of this development will be severe and the incident figures could rapidly 
change. 
The committee would urge that stronger attempts are made to try and obtain land so that a much 

safer vehicle access/egress can be made from the other end of the site directly onto the A1068. 

Perhaps this might be adjacent to the Persimmon site and that roundabout or alternatively by 

widening the area surrounding the present Right of Way onto the A1068 near the Hauxley 

junction. 

If this access is allowed to remain then safer pedestrian/cycling access needs to be made for all 
but especially for pupils going to the JCSC sites. The applicant suggests that ‘The proposed 
development will also provide a link to the existing Public Right of Way (PROW) on the eastern 
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boundary of the site which provides a link to the A1068 further to the east. This route will also 
provide a safe and convenient pedestrian link to the town centre.’ Yet this actually emerges 
directly onto the A1068 with the only footpath on the opposite side and is a considerable distance 
outside the town itself!  
There is an old disused path which went from Albert Street/ Marks Bridge behind the JCSC site in 
South Avenue up to the running track area of the Acklington Road JCSC site and beyond. Could 
this be made into a safer pedestrian/cyclist route to the school and extended to the estate? This 
would more acceptably fulfil Policy 43 which requires that development will minimise conflict 
between road users; and minimise the adverse impact on communities and the environment.  It 
would also be another closer, safer means of accessing the town centre from the estate. 
 
Infrastructure- There is great concern throughout the present population of the effect upon the 

town facilities should all the applications currently passed and in the pipeline for development in 
Amble and Warkworth actually take place. The number far exceeds that agreed in NCC core 
strategies. At all meetings with the developer, members of Amble Town Council have emphasised 
the adverse impact of this development upon the infrastructure of the town. Whilst health facilities 
just about cope now, there is an extremely long waiting list to join the one dental practice in the 
town.  The developer should carry out an urgent survey of the health facilities and their plans for 
coping with the extra patients all the new developments will bring to ascertain any assistance 
which they could give to alleviate any perceived problems. The first schools have limited capacity.  
Whilst acknowledging that the development may enhance the service offer in the future, without 
adequate resources or assistance, the existing service offer will be strained by it. Even without the 
addition of these new houses, there is currently a desperate need for a large town car park so that 
residents can continue to support local businesses.  
Northumbria Water have already stated that the present pumping station cannot take any more 
foul water yet no provision has been made in this application to alleviate this. Will the current 
source of mains water cope adequately with the addition of these and all the other approved 
developments? 
 
Open Space Provision/ Landscaping- whilst the amount of open space and landscaped areas 

within the site are aesthetically pleasing and will encourage walking and cycling, the developer has 
indicated that they ‘will agree a Management Plan with Northumberland County Council and 
Amble Town Council’. No indication of this has been given previously to Amble Town Council; 
indeed on each occasion that the two have met, when asked the developer agreed that an estate 
management plan would be put in place whereby the residents paid a fee into a private 
maintenance scheme. 
Whilst it is admirable to encourage walking, there is a concern about provision of dog bins on the 
site. Who will supply, empty, replace these? The developer may supply in the beginning but it 
would become Amble Town Council’s responsibility to replace them. Amble Town Council have 
already been told by Northumberland County Council that they do not have the resources or 
manpower to empty any more bins. 
 
Play Provision- Similarly no discussions regarding play provision have yet taken place; indeed if 

they had then the developer would be aware that Amble Town Council took the decision some 
time ago that due to limited finances, it would not maintain estate play areas but use its resources 
to enhance a facility which is available to the community as a whole- Paddlers Park. Even if 
resources are initially allocated from the developer, when these end then the Council itself would 
become responsible for maintenance. 
 
Affordable Housing- 15% is included within the present outline. What assurances have we that this 

figure will remain? We would like to have seen some one bedroomed apartments in the mix for 
those wanting to get on the housing ladder as many of these are older single adults currently living 
at home due to the high starting price of property.  
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Second Homes: With the growth of the tourism element within the town, there is concern that more 

houses will become holiday or second homes and will not add to the viability and sustainability of 
the town. Is there any assurance that these properties will be permanent residences? 
 
Amble Bypass: The committee are concerned that part of the site appears to impact on the 

previously preserved route for a future town bypass. Can we be assured that no development will 
be allowed in this zone? 
 
Developer- At the meetings we were assured that Hindhaugh Homes would oversee the 

development of the whole site even though other housing providers would be building there. This 
was to ensure their standards and development ethoses were upheld. This is not mentioned in any 
documentation. 
 
S106 Agreement/ Community Infrastructure Levy- Amble Town Council would welcome early 

involvement in these discussions as there are many areas in which this could be utilised e.g. Town 

Centre Car Park, increased health provision, refurbishment of the running track, more recreation 

and leisure facilities etc.  

24.2 16/04630/FUL – Proposed erection of building containing 1 No. private dwelling house 

and 3no. duplex holiday lets.  Signal Cottage, Island View, Amble, NE650SF 

 

Members reported that the original application had been withdrawn and the main changes in this 

application were an acknowledgement of the right of access to the site.  A query was raised on 

whether the policy prohibiting developments on the coastline still existed and if so, then this should 

be implemented as appropriate. 

Members of Amble Town Council agreed that the following comments should be submitted to 

NCC: 

 

Is the previously adopted coastal policy for this area still relevant? This stated no new 
development would be permitted on this area of the coastline and was the reason that caravans 
were moved off and a caravan park developed. If this policy has not been rescinded then the 
committee would respectfully suggest that as the original property has been demolished already, 
that this application should be refused on these grounds. 
 
However if the application is allowed to remain then the committee have the following comments: 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that more holiday lets may be needed and there is a national move 
towards more residential building and modern design, we object to this application on the grounds 

of gross over development of the original footprint both in size and height as well as it being a very 
prominent feature on the landscape and the coastline compared to the original building.  
  
We note the applicant’s submissions regarding innovative design and that personal opinion in this 
aspect has no grounds in the planning process. We also note the submissions regarding 
sustainable development; however we are not in agreement with these.  
The applicant states that significant weight should be placed on this application as it supports 
economic growth by the provision and expansion of tourist and visitor facilities yet elsewhere it 
states the number will have limited effect. It therefore also follows from their own submission that 
the effect on employment opportunities and growth will be almost negligible. 
‘Protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment’- this larger structure 
encroaches into the natural environment within an SSSI Coastal Area (Site of Special Scientific 
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Interest). Carrying out a habitat survey in mid-November during heavy rain is hardly likely to be 
conducive to an accurate recording of the bird and animal life in the vicinity of the area for 
development. A more comprehensive survey over a longer period is needed. 
Similarly the application quotes that planning policies state development should ‘respond to local 
character and history and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials’ suggesting this 
can be achieved by good architecture and landscaping. It claims the light coloured render will give 
a seaside feel. The committee do not feel that white render and aluminium frames fulfil any of 

these aspects. The raised grass area proposed in order to reduce the scale of the building still 
does not reduce its impact and no details of the landscape planting are given for any comment 
regarding their suitability to the area. 
 
However, if the application is allowed to go ahead we feel there are issues to address. 
 
Whilst development takes place, the safety of those using the path along the coast which is 
adjacent to the property must be protected at all times. 
 
The colour scheme should be a more appropriate seaside shade to blend into the landscape. 
 
The horticulture should be appropriate to this open aspect coastal environment. 
 
The present roadway entrance and egress should be enhanced to alleviate the damaging impact 
on it and the surrounding area from the construction traffic and the subsequent additional visitor 
traffic movements. 
 
Archaeological surveys should be requested as local knowledge says that this area has previously 
had burial cists revealed in that vicinity and it is believed underground WW2 developments could 
be present so we would encourage an investigation into this. 
 
There must be strict adherence to the method statement so no work is carried out during those 
months when there could be a detrimental effect on the area and its wildlife. 
 
We concur with the Coal Authority’s request for a bore hole and further work should this be 
needed. 
 
All materials must be stored on site; working times should be restricted to alleviate the impact 
upon others in the vicinity 
 
Vehicles must have a wheel washing facility to lessen the possible adverse effect on the roadway. 
 

25. DATE & TIME OF NEXT MEETING: The next Meeting will be held when required. 

 

 


